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EXTENSION OF THE EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT
OF 1969

TUESDAY, JUNE 8, 1876

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,

Washington, D.C.

The committee met at 10 a.m., in room 2172, Rayburn House Office
Building, Hon. Thomas E. Morgan (chairman of the committee)
presiding.

Chairman MoragaN. The committee will please come to order.

Before we begin today’s hearing, the Chair would like to call to
the members’ attention the material before them concerning a report
the committee is required to submit to the House in connection with
the Budget Act.

The pur of the report is to assist the House in budget score-
keeping. Therefore, it should be filed as soon as ible.

1is report deals only with budget allocations based on permanent
authorizations—namely, trust funds, pension funds, and the military
sales revolving fund.

This report does not affect our budget ceilings for annual
authorizntions,

It is simply a scorekeeping device for budget items which are out-
side the annual authorization and appropriation process.

The Chair would appreciate it if the members would take the ma-
terial with them today and review it so that we can order the report
filed during tomorrow’s meeting,.

Today is the opening of a series of hearings on the operations of
the Export Administration Act of 1969.

Under the committee reforms of 1974, the Committee on Interna-
tional Relations received jurisdiction over export controls, the main
legislative authority for which ie the Export Administration Act,

These hearings are being held because that act expires on Septem-
ber 80 of this year and because of various concerns over the implemen-
tation of the fact, particularly as it relates to foreign boycotts and
high-technology export licensing.

I would call to the members’ attention the publication dated June 7
which is before them. This is a study which the committee requested
of the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress.
It describes the export licensing process and the functions of various
Government offices and agencies in that process.

During these 8 days of hearings, we will hear both from govern-
mental and private sector witnesses.

(1)
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Today, we will hear from representatives from the Department of
State and the Department of Defense.

We will hear first from the Honorable William P. Clements, Deputy
Secretary of Defense. Mr. Clements is accompanied by Roger Shields,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Economic Affairs; and
by II))r. Robert N. Parker, the Principal Deputy Director for Research
and Engineering.

The second witness will be the Honorable Joseph (Greenwald,
Assistant Secretary of State for Economic and Business A ffairs.

Following Mr. Greenwald’s statement, the meeting will b2 open to
questioning from the committee members.

Gentlemen, we are pleased to have you here.

Secretary Clements, you may commence, either by reading your
statement or by summarizing it.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM P. CLEMENTS, DEPUTY SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE

Mr. CLemMENTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like for the record to be correct and for you to be aware
Mr. Parker didn’t come with me; Dr. Currie did, who is the Director
%f Ilzefense Research and Engineering. He is here in place of Dr.

arker,

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of the committee, I am
gleased to have the opportunity to appear before the Committee on

nternational Relations to outline the role of the Department of
Defense in the imnlementation of export controls under the provisions
of the Export Administration Act of 1969 and related statutes, and
to discuss the significance of that legislation to our defense.

At the outset, let me say that the Department of Defense is not
opposed to peaceful trade nor to the expansion of commercial and
economic ties with countries in the Communist world. Our sole concern
and care is for the national security aspects of this traffic.

As you know, the responsibilities of the Secretary of Defense in
export control matters, which have long been implicit in U.S. export
legislation, were explicitly set forth in the Export Administration
Amendments of 1974 which went into effect on October 29 of that year.
Section 4(h) authorizes the Secretary of Defense to review any pro-
posed export of goods or technology to a conirolled country and to
determine whether the export of such goods or technology will signif-
icantly increase the military capability of such country.

In addition, under subsection (2) the Secretary of Defense is
required to determine, in consultation with the Export Control Office
to which licensing requests are made, the types and ca.egories of
transactions which should be reviewed by him.

As the Department most directly concerned with the impact of tech-
nology transfer on national security, we have fulfilled our responsi-
bilities in this area with considerable effectiveness.

INDUSTRY CRITICISM OF EXPORT CONTROLS

However, we are aware of criticism from industrial and even some
governmental sources concerning the existing system of export con-
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trols, and we have taken a fresh look at ways by which the present
system may be improved, toward tightening controls over export of
key technologies, and relaxing controls over nonstrategic technology
wherever our implementation study may find it appropriate and thus
stimulating greater market opportunity for our industries.

The Defense Science Board tax force report on export of United
States technology, conducted over the past 2 years, represents this
fresh look. I fully agree with its major thrust and we are now studying
the report in detail to determine the degree of implementation. I will
elaborate on this effort shortly.

The underlying concern we have in all cases is whether a commodity
purchased for a presumably peaceful end use, is likely to be diverted
to a military purpose and, if so, how detrimental to our security that
diversion would be.

THE U.8.8.R. AND EXPORT REALITIES

It is at this point in the process that we are confronted with a num-
ber of inescapable realities which outside critics tend to ignore. In
the first place, there is the problem of uncertainty. Qur knowledge of
what gees on in the Soviet Union is not as precise or complete as we
could wish. Consequently, in all of our judgments about the likely
end use of a given strategic item there is room for error.

Recognizing this fact, a second reality is that the potential cost to
the United States of a mistaken judgment varies considerably, depend-
ing on the direction in which it is made.

If. for example. we err on the side of being too restrictive, what-
ever the impact on the prospective vendor, the loss to the U.S. economy
cannot in any case be very great for the simple reason that factors
other than export controls on strategic items—such as a Soviet short-
age of hard currency—impose the significant limits on increased U.S.
trade with the Soviets.

Tf. on the other hand. we should err on the side of relaxing controls
in a way which enhanced Soviet strategic capabilities, the price in
subsequently increased defense costs and greater security risks could
be very large.

A third reality is that errors made on the side of being too restrictive
can be easily and instantly corrected whenever the error is discovered.
All we have to do is reverse our position and there will be no resistance
to the change.

By contrast, as experience has shown, particularly with interna-
tional controls, once an item has been decontrolled, even if in error,
it is impossible to get it reembargoed.

A fourth reality is that asking how much an individual export will
adverselv affect our security is the wrong question.

It is fanciful to suggest that one strategic commodity could have
overwhelming importance by itself. Indeed, we would be prepared to
stipulate that there is probably not an item on the embargo list which,
if exported in one isolated transaction to the Soviet Union and used
by them for military purposes, would, by itself, represent a disaster
for our national security.

But in the world of export control, where every release is seized
upon by other vendors or by other countries as a precedent for seek-
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ing equivalent releases, there is no such thing as an isolated case any
more than there is an isolated stone in a dike. A

Theoretically, every transaction must be dealt with on its merits;
but the cumulative impact of a number of transactions must also be
weighed and, as we consider in each case those transactions which have
preceded it, so we must also concern ourselves with those consequences
which, based on experience, we know are certain to follow.

All of these problems are especially severe where technology trans-
fers are concerned.

ESTIMATING THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF EXPORTS

To estimate the potential impact of an export of technology is much
more difficult than to assess the importance of exporting a finished
product. Where a piece of hardware is concerned, we have a fair
chance, but by no means are assured of determining that it went to its
intended destination.

Should diversion be detected or likely, we can reduce its value to
some extent by shutting off follow-on spares, and we can exercise the
additional sanction of refusing to make further shipments of similar
equipment. .

Even if we occasionally judge incorrectly, the damage to our secu-
rity tends to be somewhat limited if only because machines and equip-
ment have a finite utility and a finite useful life. This is not so with
technology. We cannot be assured of the uses to which its end products
will be put; we cannoi recall it; nor is it necessarily a wasting asset.

And we must recogiiize that modern products of technology in them-
selves constitute disclosure to a degree of the parent technology, when
made available to very competent and eager scientists and industrial-
ists of Communist nations,

REPORT OF THE DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD TASK FORCE

It is agninst this background that the recent report by the Defense
Science Board task force on export of U.S. technology is important.

First, let me say that I fully agree with the primary recommenda-
tions of the report which we see as follows:

One, the control of design and manufacturing know-how is abso-
lutely vital to the maintenance of U.S. technological superiority and
continued comparative qualitative superiority in deployed weaponry.

Two, for the long perspective, beyond the limitations of current
laws, regulations, and practics, a fresh approach to controlling tech-
nology exports is overdue. This perspective should focus on technology.

It would be premature for me to comment on the desirability or
feasibility of each of the 25 recommendations contained in the report
pendine the comnletion of an ongoing implementation study which I
shall briefly describe.

Since Mr. Robert N. Parker’s March 30 testimony, we have now
established a plan of attack to broadly implement the main thrusts of
the Defense Science Board report. These focus on:

(1) The identification of critical technologics and products;

(2) The assessment of the active mechanisms of technology transfer;

(3) The development of simplified criteria for product control; and



5

(4) The feasibility and desirability of new administrative pro-
cedures or legislation for streamlining the existing export control
system.

To accomplish the above, we have set up a steering group under the
leadership of Dr. Malcolm Currie, Director of Defense Research and
Engineering, and three working groups—Net Techno-Military Assess-
ment, Technology Base, and Administration of Export Controls.

In addition to t}. broad utilization of Department of Defense tech-
nical personnei, ~e have also enlisted the participation of the intelli-
gence services. We are presently in the process of expanding the effort
and membership to the interagency level because of the critical multi-
agency nature of the problem—particularly the Department of
Commerce.

WORK CLOSELY WITH THE STATE DEPARTMENT

We need to work closely with the State Department in the assess-
ment of Defense Service Board recommendations with reference to
COCOM. Further, the technical community must be squarely “in the
loop” on these issues.

ecause of the complexity of the problem, we envision that by Sep-
tember we should have a good indication of the need for any major
administration changes or for the need of new legislation.

In view of the rapid change of technology, we foresee the need for
continuous review of technologies in order to identify revolutionary
advances, and we shall propose a mechanism for accomplishing this
objective.

We will fully cooperate with the Departments of State and Com-
merce in improving the efficiency as well as the effectiveness of the
system of export controls. We believe this can be done without undue
restriction on the flow of trade, imposition of excessive regulation of
U.S. industry or impairment of the traditional freedom of scientific
exchange.

Mr. Chairman, to the extent that we and our allies maintain careful
controls cver the export ic the Soviets and their allies of goods and
technology of military significance, we are retarding the growth of
the Warsaw Pact and PRC military capabilities, contributing to the
success of our deterrent strategy, and reducing the expenditures we
must make for our defense.

Thank you very much.

Chairman Morean. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Greenwald, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH A. GREENWALD, ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF STATE FOR ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS AFFAIRS

Mr. GreenwaLp. Mr. Chairman, if it is agreeable with you, I will
summarize my text.

Chairman K{ommx. That will be fine, and your complete statement
will appear in the record. ‘

Mr. GrReeNwALD. On the question of the boycott issue, I would like to
read the statement, if that is agreeable.

The questions you asked concerning the State Department’s role
have to do with the participation in the licensing process and our
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responsibilities with res to the Coordinating Committee or
COCOM, the multilateral group where participating members de-
velop commen policies on strategic trade controls. ) .

Our parti-ipation in licensing in the Government is mainly carried
out through interdepartmental committees under law and Execut.ve
order. We participate in the formulation of policies on export control
in these committees, mainly the ones set up by the Department of
Commerce. ‘ )

Our purpose, our main objective and responsibility in this par-
ticipation 1s to assure that the decisions made are consistent with
our overall foreign policy objectives and the position we take in the
international forum.

This is the broad outline of the State Depar‘ment’s participation in
the interdepartmental process. -

RELATION OF DEPARTMENTS OF STATE AND COMMERCE

Now, the Department of State and our missions overseas also pro-
- vide operational assistance to the Department of Commerce in par-
ticular in carrying out the purpose of the Export Administration Act.
This is the sort of thing you might put under the heading of enforce-
ment, information on compliance and checking on the use to be made
of exports from the United States.

Through these missions we aiso carry on contacts or bilateral nego-
tiations with governments as may be necessary te insure against viola-
tions of our export controls or to obtain cooperation with respect to
particular problems.

Under the Battle Act, we have the responsibility for applying an
embargo on the export to Communist countries of arms and items of
primary strategic significance used in the production of arms and
seeking the cooperation of other countries in such an embargo,

We work through a cooperative committee which goes under the
heading of COCOM. This responsibility undcr the Battle Act has been
delegated by the President to the Secretary of State, and this is our
main job in the field of export control.

We have a resident delegation that participates in COCOM. and
we have an Economic Defense Advisory Committee organization
within the Department of State to carry it out.

ACTIVITTIES OF COCOM

COCOM is a voluntary organization established in 1950 which tries
to carry out these cooperative activities and embargoes through discus-
sion and agreement, including agreement on lists of controlled
commodities.

The committee meets regularly to consider changes in the list and
the procedures and to deal with exceptions. These decisions are, in
effect, recommendations to governments although there has been a
tradition of unanimous agrecment on all the final recommendations
and by and large each member State has, through the application of
its own national policy, followed the recommendations of COCOM.

However, there is no legal oblization and no basic surrender of
sovercignty. These are, as T say, the basic clements of the COCOM
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operation, the lists and the exceptions process. Exception cases have
grown appreciably in recent years consistent with the growth of trade
with the Communist countries, In 1975, for example, there were 1,798
cases as compared to 1,380 in 1974. The U.S. share of the exceptions
has increased from 41 percent to 44 percent in 1975.

I think despite the formal legal requirement for unanimity, the
record in COCOM of following the recommendations of exporting
governments has been pretty good and we have had, I think, an
effective instrument over its 26-year history contributing to the security
of the free world through an eflective export control systemn on a
multilateral basis.

OFFICE OF MUNITIONS CONTROL

There is also a responsibility in the Department of State under the
Mutual Security Act of 1954 which kas to do with the control to all
destinations of arms, ammunition, and implements of war, related
technical data and manufacturers licensing agreements. This is under
the Office of Munitions Control in the Department of State.

I would just like to refer briefly to the report of the Defense Science
Board on export control of U.S. technology that Secretary Clements
discussed at some length. We share his view that it represents a
valuable new look at many of the key issues with respect to export
control. It concentrates on the priority issues of strategic technologies.
We, too, have been studying tﬁis report and will continue to partici-
pate in the preliminary agency consideration of its implications. Our
particular interest, of course, 1s how the implementation of the report
might apply to the listing of items and technology control under the
Battle Act and under COCOM.

In vour letter of May 17, you also asked about the General Ac-
comntine Oflice’s study on the Government's role in the East-West
trade problems and certain other issues. This study includes a number
of specific recommendations, and I think you have the response we
have given on each of those that apply to the Department of State.

They have been sent to you together with the comments of other
departments, and I think they were given to the committee this
morning.

ANTIBOYCOTT PROPOSALS

Mr. Chairman, T would like to address myself to another subject
mentioned in your letter, and that is the question of congressional
proposals for legislative response to the Arab boycott of Israel.

U.S. policy on the Arab boycott is clear and unequivocal. We
strongly oppose the boycott of friendly conntries, including the boy-
cott of Israel. We have made this position clear to foreign govern-
ments and to the U.S. business community, We are the only country,
other than Israel, to take a strong position in opposing the boycott
of Tsrael. Since the President’s major policy statement on Novem-
ber 20 on this issue, the administration has put into effect a number
of measures carrying out this policy of opposition to boycotts of
friendly countries.

Specifically, we have onded trade promotion activities which might
have been viewed as condoning boycott practices; we have widely pub-
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Jicized our opposition to the boycott of Israel and requested and en-
couraged U.S. firms to refuse to act in furtherance of it; we have ex-
panded reporting requirements under the Export Administration Act
to include service «.ganizations as well as goods exporters and to
require reporting of responses to boycott requests of foreign govern-
ments; we have pointed out that refusal-to-deal agreements imple-
mented by U.S. firms in U.S. commerce pursuant to foreign boycotts
raise serious antitrust questions; the Justice Department has initiated
a suit on this basis under the authority of the Sherman Antitrust Act
and has a continuing investigation in this area.

A growing number of U.S. firms are actively seeking ways to do
business witﬁ both Israel and the Arab States free of involvement with
boycott practices. We believe most U.S. firms continue to take advan-
tage of the important trade opportunities which exist in the Israeli
and the Arab country markets. We actively encourage them to do so,
consistent with our policies.

The President’s November 20 statement was also responsive to con-
cerns that boycott activities might lead to discriminatory actions
based on religion or on ethnic background. The Export Administra-
tion Act regulations have been revised to prohibit U.S. exporters and
related service organizations from answering or complying in any way
with boycott requests that would cause discrimination against U.S.
citizens or firms on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national
origin in export transactions. Pursuant to the President’s directive,
individual agencies have acted to assure that antidiscrimination poli-
cies are effectivelv and fully implemented by each agency. There have
been only a handful of discriminatory requests, mainly involving pri-
vate practices, out of more than 50,000 boycott requests to U.S. firms
reported to the Department of Commerce from 1970 through Novem-
ber 1975, As a general rule, we have received assurances that these are
unauthorized exceptions and that it is not the policy of the govern-
ments applying the boycott of Israel to discriminate in business
transactions on the basis of race or relieion. High-ranking Arab Gov-
ernment. representatives have emphasized this with both public and
private assurances that religion or creed bears no re'ationship to the
Arab boyecott.

The administration shares consressional and public concerns that
the impact of foreion boycotts on 11.S. firms and on friendly countries
be minimized. Action to this end, however, should be designed to
achieve realistic obiectives and to avoid counter-productive reaction.
Continued quiet diplomacy and the efforts of individual firms offer the
best chance at this time of lessening the impact of the boycott on T.S.
firms. This approach has had some success over the past vear, as is
evident in the modification of some bovcoti procedures which had been
in effect over a long period of time. We believe that further practical
progress is likely.

EFFECT OF ANTIBOYCOTT PROPOSALS

However, it is also clear that the Arab governments are not pre-
pared to drop the boycott altogether except in the context of an over-
all peace settlement. Proposals at this time for stronger antiboycott
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legislation are very likely to be seen as confrontational. We have ex-
perienced situations in the past where excessive pressure has produced
a2 backlash which undercut progress bein mmllo through diplomatic
endeavors. Such confrontation would be harmful to our overall eco-
nomic and political interests in the Middle East—the most important
of which is our desire to promote progress toward a peaceful settle-
ment of the Arab-Israeli dispute.

Expansion of U.S. economic relations with Israel and with the
Arab States is an important objective in terms of our own concerns for
jobs and exports. In 1973, our exports to Arab countries which adhered
to the boycott of Israel exceeded $4.4 billion, accounting for some
200,000 to 300,000 American jobs. The Secretary of Commerce will be
better able to spell ont the importance of our exports and other broad
economic interests in the area.

Continued improvement in these economic relations also serves to
lessen the reliance of such countries as Egypt, Iraq, and Syria on
Communist country techrology and supplies and facilitates our efforts
to play an important role in promoting further progress in Arab-
Israell negotiations. Legislation which would have the practical result
of diverting business to the Soviet Union or to such competitors as
Japan, Canada. or Europe will weaken the broad based cooperative
relationships which enable us to play a constructive role with all of
the narties to the Arab-Israeli dispute.

Ultimately, a solution to the boycott issue like solutions to the issues
of territo?', security, sovereignty, and recognition which characterize
the Arab-1sraeli dispute must be found in the context of making fur-
ther progress toward a peaceful settlement acceptable to the parties
directly concerned.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Greenwald follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOBEPH A. GREENWALD, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE
YoR ECONOMIC AND BUBINESS AFFAIRS

Mr. Chairman, in your letter of May 17 asking that I testify before this
Committee you requested that I describe the Department of State's role both
in the U.8. export licensing process and in the Coordinating Committee, or
COCOM, the multi'ateral group where the fifteen member countries develop
common policies on strategic trade controls,

The activities and duties of the Department of State in the export control
area are based in part on the general responsibility of the Secretary of State
for advising the President on the conduct of foreign policy and in part on the
specifie provisions in certain statutes-—notably the Fxport Administration Act,
the Mutual Defense Assistance Control Act (or Battle Act), and the Mutual
Recurity Act of 1964,

The firat of these Acts—the Export Administration Act—is the governing
statute with respect to United States export controls and is the particular subject
o) these hearing: That Act in its present form includes as one of its policy
objectives the use of export controls “to the extent necessary to further signifi-
cently the foreizn policy of the United States” and provides explicitly for
consultation with the Department of State in connection with that objective, as
well as with the other policy purposes of the Act—notably protection of the
national security and protection against excessive drain of scarce materials.

Accordingly, the Department of State participates in the formulation of U.S.
policy and decisionmaking with respect to export controls in the various com-
mittees set up for this purpose by the Department of Commerce. The principal
of these is the Advisery Committee on Export Policy (ACEP’) chaired by the
Department of Commerce; its working level committee, the Operating Com-
mittee ; and its Cabinet-level body—the Export Administration Review Board.

74-7172 O -76-12
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When policy issues go beyond that Cabinet-level Review Board. the Department
of State participates in the National Security Council or whatever other White
House review procedure may be involved.

In these committee activities the Department of State’'s objective is to ensure
that the decisions made are consistent with the overall foreign policy objectives
of the United Statex and with U.8, positions taken in COCOJM. The Department
of Stdate also participates actively in the work of the East-West Foreign Trade
Roard and its working group, both chaired by Treasury, in monitoring the flow
of trade and technology to the non-market economy countries in accordance with
Kection 411 of the Trade Act of 1974,

The Departmesnt of State and 1.8, Foreign Service posts also provide opera-
tional assistance to Commerce in carrying out the purposes of the Export Admin-
istiation Act, This includes particularly providing intformation on possible con-
signees of UK. goods and equipment and checking on the use to Le made of
exports from the United States. These functions may be carried out before U.8.
export licensing takes place or as a post-licensing check to be certain that diver-
sion does not occur. The Department of State through its mission abroad also
carries out such contacts or bilateral negotiations with other governments as may
be appropriate to ensure against violation of U.8. export controls or to obtain
cooperation with respect to particular problems.

The second Act I referred to earlier—the Battle Act—sets forth the policy of
applying an embargo on the export to Communist countries of arms and items
of primary strategic significance used in the production of arms and seeking the
cooperation of other countries in such an embargo. The responsibility for carry-
ing out the policy of the Battle Act has been delegated by the President to the
Secretary of State. Accordingly, the Department of Sate is responsible, in con-
sultation with other executive agencies, for determining the items requiring con-
trol under the Battle Act and for seeking the cooperation of other countries.

Thix is done through U.8. participation in the multilateral comnittee for co-
ordinating export coutrol policies—the Coordinating Committee, known simply as
COCOM. We maintain a resident delegation to COCOM in Paris, and provide,
with the cooperation of other Washineton agencies, the technical support that
is necessary for list reviews or other specialized meetings. '

By the Secretary's redelegation I have responsibility for administration of the
Battle Act and for U.S. participation in COCOM. Carrying out these responsi-
bilities involves a coordinated effort by the responsihle executive departments and
agencies that we assure through an Economic Defense Advisory Comiittee or-
ganization under my chairmanshin,

COCOM is a voluntary organization which, as its name indicates, coordinates
the policies of independent governments, It was established in 1950 and its mem-
bership consists of 15 countries—the NATO countries minus Iceland, plus Japan.
All actions and decirions by COCOM are confidential by agreement, including
the lists of controlled commodities, The committee meets regularly in Paris to
consider changes in its lists and procedures and to pass on requests for excep-
tions to the embargo made by member countries,

Actinns in COCOM are in effect recommendations to member governments, and
they hecome effective only as they are carried out by member governments
through their individual export control programs under their own national laws
and regulations. In the case of the United States. this is accomplished through
the Export Administration Act and the regulations thereunder.

A basic rule of COCOM from the outset has been that there should be unani-
mous agreement on all COCOM final recommendations. A COCOM decision there-
fore means in effect that ench member country has decided under its own laws
and policies to embargo an identical 1ist of items, but this is in the case of each
country a unilateral decision ; there is no legal obligation to embargo the items,
and no rurrender of sovereignty.

COCOM maintains three lists of controlled commondities: List I conalsts of
militnry.related items as well ar technology and equipment for their manufac-
ture. The other lists are self-descriptive : A Munitions List and an Atomic Energy
List. Although these lists are subiect to constant review by the Committee, the
practice is to have n review encompassing a number of items every two or three
Vears.

Although all countries agree to control the items on the lists, provision is made
in the procedures of the Committee to allow shipments for civil end nses under
special exceptions noliey, hecause the controlled ftems often have acceptahle
civilian as well as military uses. For such an exception to be made both the civil
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end use and end user musat be known and there must be minimal risk of diversion
to a strategic or military use,

With the growth of trade with the Communist countries and their increasing
interest in high technology items, the number of exceptions cases has grown
appreciably in recent years. Thus in 1975 there were 1,798 cases submitted to the
Committee compared with 1,380 cases in 1974. The U.S8. share has also in-
creased from 41 percent in 1974 to 44 percent in 1975.

In the case of actions on exceptions cases, while the rulc of unanimity applies,
there i8 not in reality a *‘veto” power; the action of COCOM constitutes a rec-
ommendation to the exporting government. Although governinents normally
follow such recommendations, they do not invariably do so, if they fcel their na-
tional interests are deeply enough involved.

I believe that if we were to look at COCOM objectively as it has operated
over its 26 year history we would conclude that it has been an effective instru-
ment in contributing to the security of the Free World. In some cases member
countries have taken actions that were not acceptable to other member countries
but this must be expected in an organization of sovereign states which can only
recommend specific actions to its members.

The third statute to which I referred at the outser. is the Mutual Security Act
of 1954, This Act provides the authority under which the Secretary of State
maintains controls to all destinations over the export of arms, ammunjtion and
implements of war and related technical data and manufacturing license agree-
ments, This function is carried out through the Office of Munitions Control in
the Department of State.

In your letter of May 17, Mr. Chairman, you also said that you would be
interested in the Department of State’s views on certain other issues. One of
these re.ated to various cougressional proposals for a legislative response to the
Arab boycott of Israel. 1 would like to comment briefly on that question, and
on the problems involved.

U.8. policy on the Arab boycott i8 clear and unequivocal. We strongly oppose
the boycott of friendly countries, including the boycott of 1srael. We have made
this position clear to foreign governments and to the U.R. business community.
We are the only country (other than Israel) to take a strong position in
opposing the boycott of Israel. Since the President's major policy statement on
November 20 on this issue, the administration has put into effect a number
of measures carrying out this policy of opposition to boycotts of friendly
countries.

Specifically, we have ended trade promotion activities which might have been
viewed as condoning boycott practices; we have widely publicized our opposi-
tion to the boycott of Israel and requested and encouraged U.8. firms to refuse to
act in furtherance of it; we have expanded reporting requirements under the
ixport Administration Act to include service organizations as well as goods
exporters and to require reporting of responses to boycott requests of foreign
governments ; we have pointed out that refusal-to-deal agreements implemented
by UK. firms in U.S8. commerce pursuant to foreign boycotts raise serious anti-
trust questions ; the Justice Department has initiated a suit on this basis under
the authority of the Sherman Antitrust Act and has a continuing investigation
in this area.

A growing number of U.8, firmx are actively seeking ways to do business with
both Israel and the Arah states free of involvement with boycott practices, We
believe most U.8. firms continue to take advantage of the important trade oppor-
tunities which exisat in the Israell and the Arab country markets. We actively
encourage them to do 8o, consistent with our policies,

The President’s November 20 statement was also responsive to concerns that
boycott activitiex might lead to discriminatory actions based on religion or on
ethnic background. The Export Administration Act regulations have been revised
to prohibit U.S. exporters and related servic> organizations from answering or,
complying in any way with boyrott request.: that would cause discrimination
against U.8. citizens or firms on the basis of 1ace, color, religion, sex, or national
origin In export transactions. Pursuant to the President's directive, individual
agencles have acted to assure that anti-discrimination policies are effectively
and fully implemented by each agency. There have been only a handful of dis-
criminatory requests, mainly involving private practices, out of more than
$0.000 hoycott requests to 11.8. irms reported to the Department of Commerce
from 1970 throngh November 1975. A8 a general rule, we have received assur-
ances that these are unauthorized exceptions and that it is not the policy of
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the governments applying the boycott of Israel to discriminate in business trans-
actions on the basis of race or religion. High-ranking Arab government repre-
sentatives have emphasized this with both public and private assurances that
religion or creed bears no relationship to the Arab boycott.

The Administration shares congressional and public concerns that the impact
of foreign boycotts on U.S. firms and on friendly countries be minimized. Action
to this end, however, should be designed to achieve realistic objectives and to
avold counterproductive reaction. Continued quiet diplomacy and the efforts of
individual firms offer the best chance at this time of lessening the impact of
the boycott on U.S. firms. This approach has had some success over the past
year, as is evident in the modification of some boycott procedures which had
been in effect over a long period of time. We believe that further practical
progress is likely.

However, it is also clear that the Arab governments are not prepared to drop
the boycott altogether except in the context of an overall peace settlement.
Proposals at this time for stronger anti-boycott legislation are very likely to
be seen as confrontational. We have experienced situations in the past where
excessive pressure has produced a backlash which undercut progress being
made through diplomatic endeavors, Such confrontation would be harmful to
our overall economic and political interests in the Middle East—the most im-
portant of which is our desire to promote progress toward a peaceful settlement
of the Arab-Israeli dispute.

Expansion of U.8. economie relations with Israel and with the Arab states is
an important objective in termms of our own concerns for jobs and exports. Con-
tinued improvement in these relations ulso serves to lessen the reliance of such
countries ax Egypt, Iraq, and Syria on Communist country technology and sup-
plies and facilitates our efforts to play an important role in promoting further
progress in Arab-Israeli negotiations. Leglslation which would have the practical
result of diverting business to the Soviet Union or to such competitors as Japan,
Canada, or Europe will weaken the broad based cooperative relationships which
enable us to play a constructive role with all of the parties to the Arab-Israeli
dispute.

Ultimately, a solution to the boycott issue like solutions to the issues of terri-
tory, security, sovereignty,.and recognition which characterize the Arab-Israeli
dispute must be found in the context of makiig further progress toward a peace-
ful settlement acceptable to the parties directly concerned,

With respect to the other issuex mentioned in the Chairman’s letter, I think
it is a little early to comment definitively on the “Report of the Defense Science
Board Task Force on Export Control of U, 8. Technology.” The Report certainly
represents a valuable new look at many of the key issues with rexpect to export
controls, It concentratex particularly on what is involved in the priority issue
of maintaining the U.S, lead in strategic technologies, I understand the Depart-
ment of Defense is engaged in reviewing the report, particularly what ix involved
in identifying the critical technologies. We also have been studying the report
and have participated in some preliminary interagency consideration of its
fmplications,

We of course have an interest in how the implementation of the Report might
apply to the listing of items and technology for control under the Battle Act and
COCOM.

You also asked me to comment on the General Accounting Office study on
“The Government's Role in East-West Trade Problems and Issues”. This very
broad study includes a number of specific recommendationg, We have responded
to each of those having applicability to the Department of State. and I would
be glad to comment on any of those that might be of interest to the Committee.
Our responges have heen sent to the Congress together with comments from other
departments and may he supplied to the Committee if they are not already
available to you. ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

This concludes my prepared testimony, and T would he happy to respond to
your questions.

SOURCE OF ADVICE ON EXPORT CONTROLS

Chairman Morcax. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Clements, T will ask you both the same question. You can an-
swer first, and then T would like to hear Secretary Greenwald's answer
to the same question,
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Mr. Clements and Mr. GGreenwald, to where do your respective de-
partments turn for expert advice on particular items, to your own
personnel. outside consultants, to industry, or whom#

Mr. Coesents. To all three. When these matters come up, Mr.
Chairman, and if there is other than an obvious answer which we
would know internally through our own resources, either through
the 1S.\ group or through our 1nstallations and logistics and material
group, or through our technical capabilities through D.D.R. & E.,
Dr. Currie’s group.

If it is not an easy, quick answer through those sources, then we
go to industry itself, to consultants or to the other outside sources
for assistance and advice and counsel with respect to either the tech-
nology involved and/or the end product involved.

Mr. Greexwarp. Mr. Chairman, the Department of State has no
independent capability for judging the technical and strategic im-
portance of particular items.

So, by and large. we depend on the other agencies, such as the De-
partment of Defense, intelligence agencies and the Department of
Commerce. We participate in the process but by and large our own
participation is more in the policy context or the others I mentioned
related to COCOM rather than in trying to establish our inde-

pendent judgment on the strategic importance of a partienlar item
or technology.

GAO REPORT ON EAST-WEST TRADE POLICIES

Chairman Morean. Now the GAO report on East-West trade poli-
cies suggests that two intergovernmental committees which coordinate
export xontrol policies—the Advisory Committee on Export Policy
and the Economic Defense Advisory Committee—are redundant and
cause a lot of delays in the export licensing process.

Why can’t these two committees be combined into one unit ¢

Mr. CremeNTs. Mr. Chairman, I have not myself directly addressed
that question. I, offhand, don’t have an opinion about it. I have not
studied the issue. Perhaps Mr. Shields would have a comment.

The issuc of the length of time that it takes to lproc'ess one of these
applications or an issue is very important and we have had in the past
delay that we considered excessive.

But, on the other hand, some of them seem to flow very quickly. I
do feel that process can be improved significantly.

DOD REPORT ON HNIGH-TECHNOLOGY EXIPORTS

Chairman Morcan. Secretary Greenwald. what is the Department
(f)f Sh;te's position on the I)()iy) report { What does the Department
avor’
- Mr. Greexwarp, The DOD report on the technology ?

Chairman Moreax. Yes.

Mr. Greexwarp. As I said in my opening statement, it is perhaps
premature for us to take a formal position on it. We are participating
m the study, as I think other agencies in the Government are. Once
the full implications of the report and conclusions can be drawn, then
we will have to see how that applies to our international efforts to

l{{trvel ém effective system of export controls throughout the Western
orld.
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THE STEVENSON ANTIBOYCOTT AMENDMENT

Chairman Moreax. Secretary Greenwald, I notice in your statement
you mention the Stevenson antiboycott amendment. How does the
Department feel about the so-called Stevenson amendment ¢

Mr. Greexwarp. This is in connection with the boycott

Chairman Morean. Yes.

Mr. GreenwaLp. The position that the Department of State, and I
think the administration, has taken is that at this time it is neither
desirable nor necessary to have legislative action in connection with
the boycott.

More progress can be made, as T suggested, through the diplomatic
eﬂ'ortsi that we have been pursuing and will continue to pursue
actively.

Chairman MoraeaN. As we proceed in these hearings, T am sure we
will receive testimony, Mr. Secretary, supporting boycott. I imagine
that if we survive with onlv that boycott amendment on the floor, we
will be very fortunate.

Mr. Greexwarn. We would be very pleased if that were the outcome.

Chairman Moreax. Mr. Biester?

TECHNOLOGY VERSUS END PRODUCT?

Mr. Biesrer, Secretary Clements, it has been suggested in reports
that the new regulation be drawn to focus more on technology and
know-how than on products themselves. That is a distinction I find
very difficult to draw in a number of cases, and I wonder if you could
spell out whether the distinction can be drawn and, if so, whether it is
practical to think in those terms?

Mr. Cr.emexTs. Mr. Congressman, T have heard that theological de-
bate myself, and I don’t agree with it. Certainly we should focus on
technology—and I said so in my prepared statement—but that does
not mean in any sense of the word that we should ignore the end prod-
uct either.

I think, personally, and the department’s view is, that the tech-
nology and the end product, are linked and you can’t sever this umbili-
cal cord, soto speak.

Now, certainly when we get into classifications of technology as it
wonld affect broad classes of products that would use a common root
of technology, that is one issue, but then we have to look at the prod-
ucts in themselves to see whether or not they would be eligible and
whether we should agree to their export. It has bheen said in some in-
stances that we could significantly shorten the control list by looking
at it in this light, particularly with respect to COCOM and the re-
stricted list that they have, but Tam not so sure of that.

Until we would get into this study more and carefully go about it,
as to how the broad view of the technology under question is applied
to the products, the list may shorten in some respects and. on the other
hand, it may also be added to significantly.

So. no, I do not agree with what has been said in this regard and
I think we have to look at both.
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LICENSING PROCESS COMPLEXITIES

Mr. Bizster. Thank you. )

I suppose when one talks about numbers of licenses—I have seen
the so-called flow chart, the process the licensee has to go through
before he gets his license, and I think to characterize the flow chart
defies the English language. )

Is there an ave time that a license spends at your shop and any
way we could modify that?

r. CLEMENTS. Yes, I could give the graph for the record, but the
substance of it is that 80 percent of these items that are presented to us
are completed within 30 days. I think that is a significant number, 90
percent within 30 days.

Mr. BresTer. 90 percent on a doller volume ?

Mr. CLEmenTs. No; that is the number of items or number of licenses
being applied for. It has nothing to do with dollars.

MILITARY EXPORTS AND THE ARAB BOYCOTT

Mr. Brester. My last question, Mr. Greenwald, or perhaps Secre-
tary Clements may wish to comment on it, I say this without a suffi-
cient background to even begin to predict the answer.

With respect to the weapons systems, are there American companies
who sell military hardware to Israel who also sell military hardware
to Arab States and thereby enable the Arab States to be selective in the
apﬁlication of the boycott?

r. GReeNwaip, Certainly I would imagine that there are companies
that are selling weapons in accordance with our regulations and re-
quirements and laws to perhaps the Israelis as well as the Arab States.

I am not quite clear what you mean about allowing them to be selec-
tive. Do you mean selective among the companies #

Mr. BirsTER. Selective in the circumstances, yes.

Mr. Greexwain, T assume their choice of companies relates to the
programs and products that they are interested in rather than whether
or not the companies sell to other people.

Mr. Brester. In other words tg:oAmbs themselves do not apply the

boy(l'pts 'm every instance and their rules and regulations may not be
applie
. Mr. Greexwarn. As I suggested in my statement. what we are seek-
Ing 1s an easing of the way in which it is being applied, and T think we
have achieved some progress in that respect. {) think this applies
generallv,
. So, while the boveott is technically in place and technically operates
m the way it is Iaid ont in the rules and regulations, in fact in the
practical application of it. there has been snbstantial modification and
we think we can achieve further nrogress in this direction by working
with them anietlv and not thronah legislative action,

Mr. BresTer. T8 that vour view alsot

Mr. CLEMENTS. Yes, sir. I agree with that, also.

Chairman Moreax. Mr. Zablocki.
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EXPORT OF NUCLFAR REACTORS

Mr. Zasrocki. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Secretary Greenwald, you state that under the Mutual Security Act
of 1954 the Secretary of State maintains controls to all destinations
over the export of arms, ammunitions and implements of war and re-
lated technical data and manufacturing license agreements, Since we
are particularly concerned in my subcommittee about nuclear prolifer-
ation, I am wondering if nuclear reactors come under the review of the
Office of Munitions Control in the Department of State? Further, I
might ask Secretary Clements to what extent does the Department of
Defense get into the export of nuclear reactors?

Mr. GreExwarp. My understanding is the export of nuclear reactors
for civilian purposes or peaceful uses is not subject to licensing under
the Mutual Security Act.

Mr. Zanmockr, Of course. the used fuel has the possibility of being
recycled for plutonium, which then could be used for military pur-
poses, Is that a concern of the department at all?

Mr. Greexwawn. I am sorry. I was addressing myself to the narrow
question you put of the scope of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, and
I don’t think it falls under that. However, the question of export of
nuclear reactors. nuclear material, or nuclear equipment. is certainly
a matter of concern to the Department of State, and it is something
which is the subject of various discussions interrationally as well as
within the Government itself, as to how we should deal with the prob-
lem of exports of nuclear material that could conceivably be used for
other than the civilian purpose for which it is intended.

Our main approach is thronah the Non-Proliferation Treaty and
throngh the safeguards of the International Atomic Energy Agency.
That is where our efforts are directed. rather than tryving to control
the export of nuclear material and nuclear reactors themselves.

CONTROLS ON NUCLEAR EXPORTS

Mr. ZaprLockr. We were advised yesterday by a Commissioner of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission that we need to export highly
enriched uraninm and plutonium and other fissionale materials to
countries for research and development., What control do we have in
that area?

Mr. GrReexwarp. My understanding of export enriched uranium,
whether it is for use in power reactors or more highly enriched for
research purposes, is that it is carefully controlled and that we have
safeguard agreements with every institution or any body to which
these nuclear materials are exported and we continue to monitor them.
They have either direct controls, bilateral arrangements with the
United States, or are subject to direct control by the atomic energy
agencies, ‘ ‘

Mr. Zarrockr. You are aware of the TAEA and some of the safe-
guard controls. The TAEA is trying to strengthen the controls and
saferuards,

Mr. GReeNwaLD. C'an we have the opportunity to submit an answer
to the Congressman’s question more in detail because I don't have all
the detail here with me?
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Mr. Fivorey. Would the gentleman yield !

Mr. ZazLocki. I would be glad to. :

Mr. FinoLey. Would t+ . gentleman be willing to examine language
pending before the Sul smmittee on National Security on this very
point";gout which hearings were held yesterday ¥ Would you examine
that as you prepare your response to Mr. Zablocki’s question i

Mr. GreeNnwaLp. We will prepare our response in further detail in
light of the discussions that took place yesterday.

A Department of State official, Myron Kratzer, appeared before
the committee on August 24 to discuss the proposed amendment, see

page 560.]
{ The committee print of the draft amendment follows:]

"(Committee Print]

AMENDMENT TO THE DRArT EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT AMENDMENTS or 1976
Add the following new section at the end of the bfll :

NUCLEAR EXPORTS

Sec. ——. The Export Administration Act of 1989, as amended by this Act,
is further amended by adding at the erd thereof the following new section:

“NUCLEAR EXPORTS

“Sec. 15. (a) (1) The Congress finds that exports by the United States of nuclear
material, equipment, and devices, if not properly regulated, could result in the
imminent acquisition of nuclear explosive devices by an increasing number of
countries, thereby adversely affecting the foreign policy objectives of the United
States and undermining the principle of nuclear nonproliferation agreed to by
the United States as a rignatory to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons.

“{2) It is therefore the purpose of this section to implement the policies stated
in paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 3 of this Act by regulating the export of
nuclear material. eruipment and devicer which could prove detrimental to United
States national security and foreign policy objectives.

*{b) {1) No agreewment for cooperation providing for the export of any nuclear
material, equipment, or devices for civil uses may be entere.l into with any foreign
country, and no amendment to or renewal of any such agreement may be agreed
to, unless—

“(A) the agreement provides that its provisions concerning the reprocess-
ing of special nuclear material apply equally to all special nuclear material
produced through the use of any nuclear reactor transferred under such
agreement ; and

“(B) the foreign country has agreed to permit the International Atomic
Energy Agency to report to the United States, upon a request by the United
States, on the status of all stocks of plutonium including spent fuel with
plutoninm uranium 233, and highly enriched uranium which are held in
storage by that country.

“(2) No lcense may be issued for the export of any nuclear reactor pursuant to
an agreement for cooperation unless the Secretary of State certifies that the recipi-
ent country hax agreed that the provisions of the agreement concerning the
reprocessing of special nuclear material received from the United States shall
apply equally to all special nuclear material, regardless of origin, produced in
such reactor. ‘

*(3) No license may be issued for the export of any nuclear material, equip-
ment, or device, pursuant to any agreement for cooperstion unless the Secretary
of State certifies that the safeguards applicable to such material, equipment, or
devices, and to any special nuclear material produced therefrom, provide for
reliable, timely warning of any diversion of special nuclear material from peaceful
puclear activities to the manufacture of nuclear explosive devices. As used in
this paragraph, the term ‘reliable, timely warning’ means notice to the United
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States or to the Beard of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency
of the oveurrence of such diversion not less than $0 days prior to the earliest date
on which manufacture of a nuclear explosive device could be completed.”.

EAST-WEST TRADE

Mr. ZasLock1. Now back to East-West trade.

There has been an assertion made that the Department of Defense
under its authorities is seeking to protect U.S. security interests; while
the State Department is seeking to enhance diplomatic relations or
diplomatic objectives. This has ?ed to differences over export regula-
tions and to ad hoc decisionmaking.

This is a serious problem. I ask both you, Mr. Clements and you,
Secretary Greenwals. .

Mr. CLemENTs. Frankly, I have not found this to be a problem. We
have a joint committee that is chaired by the Secretary of Commerce—
T am a member, the Deputy Secretary of State is a member, Mr. Wil-
linin Simons, as the Secretary of the Treasury is a member. There is a
r%presentative from the intelligence community on the committee.
We have met regularly and discussed the issues before us in a very
frank and open way, and some of the implied vested interest that
ly]'ou mentioned relating to the individual departments, these interests

ave not been apparent in these meetings.

Cases' have been essentially considered on the issue of national
security and, frankly, we have not had a difficult time reaching our
conclusions. Sometimes it has seemed to take longer than you would
have thought, but in some instances at least there were very good
reasons for this and it was perhaps a matter of procrastination rather
than difficulty in reaching a decision.

Mr. GreeNwarp. I agree entirely with what Secretary Clements has
said. As in all matters requiring interdepartmental consultation and
discussion, there may be some difference of approach, but that is the
purpose of the interdepartmental machinery and, as he suggested, it
has worked very well and we have resolved the differences.

What we are all looking at is the overall national interest and
national security and all these various considerations that you men-
tioned obviously have to be taken into account. That is what goes on
in these discussions, but there hasn’t been any extraordinarily great
difficulty in this field greater than we find in any economic or political
subject for that matter where there are interdepartmental discussions.

EXPORT LICENSING DELAYS

Mr. Zasrockr. The GAO report also states that there are other
delays, particalarly in the Advisory Committee on Export Policy.
It says the unanimity rule procedures are time consuming and en-
courage delays. Why can’t these procedures be changed?

Mr. CLeMreNTs, T personally think the process can be accelerated. I
think that that intent is at the very heart of the Defense Science
Board study. We would like to have time to work with the other
departments and evolve a recommendation acceptable to all parties
wherein it would result in an accelerated routine where these can be
processed in a faster way.
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On the other hand, there are some of the more significant decisions
which escalate up to the senior committee that do require very careful
consideration and some of the delays that have not been understood
outside the committee were well considered and were intentional.

Mr. Zasrockl. Is there any reason why they meet only once a week ?

Mr. CLemeNTS. No, sir, there is not and that could be a part of our
recommendation. _ )

Mr. GrReeNwALD. I wasn’t aware there was any limitation on it. But,
if that is one, we will look into it and see if they can meet until the
agenda has been dealt with.

Chairman Morgan. Mr. Burke.

PROCEDURES FOR SCRUTINIZING EXPORTS

Mr. Burge. Mr. Clements, how do we actually know, or how do we
go about insuring careful scrutiny over any of our export materials?

Mr. CLeMeNTs. There are different checks that we have in regard to
this as opposed to just this routine checking of the application for ex-
port license. There are other ways we can also check it. I personally
do not feel that these procedures are adequate today. I think that we
can improve them and this point is also made in the Defense Science
Board study.

This is certainly one of the issues that we intend to address in our
implementing of the study, and we have this under advisement right
now because the procedures, as they are now enforced, are just not
adequate to really do the job.

r. Burke. Isn’t it more essential now than ever before, in view of
the Soviet buildup of their military capabilities?

Mr. CLeMenTs. I am not sure I understand your question.

Mr. Burke. Isn't it more important now that they be exposed to
scrutiny than in the past in our view now of the Soviet buildup of its
military might?

Mr. CrLeMENTs. Yes, sir, we agree com lewely with that av.d we also
have a strong conviction that the technology exchange has become so
important to where we have not been as careful as we should have been
in the past in policing some of the third and even fourth country
transactions where it is not a direct bilateral relationship between
United States and Soviets but it goes through either a third and fourth
party.

EXPORTS TO WARSAW PACT NATIONS

Mr. Burke. That is what T had in mind in determining what the
other Warsaw Pact nations or perhaps some of the satellites of the
Soviet Union might do.

Mr. CLeMENTs. Yes, sir, and we fully intend to strengthen these
procedures and these overviews beyond where they have been up-
to now.

Mr. Burke. Isn’t it also true not only with stratesic material but
with strategic knowledge and information such as that deduced from
c}(:mp;nters, calculators, and other items that could be very useful to
them ‘

Mr. CLEMENTS. Yes, sir, this is exactly right, and it really covers the
whole spectrum of electronics. This is where we think our greatest
leakage has been. '
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Mr. Burke. Getting back now to ordinary trade with the Soviet
Union, how can we really trade or how can other countries trade with
the Soviet Union when they have no hard currency arrangement with
us? They trade in rubles, don’t they?

Mr. GReenwaLp. No; we do not trade in rubles. We receive hard
currency, dollars, or Western currency, or gold in payment for our
grain, for example. It is not done on credit, it is done with direct
payments of convertible currency usable in the world, which is not
what rubles are.

Mr. Burke. Is dollar cash coming from the Soviet Union ?

Mr. GREENWALD. Yes,

Mr. Burke. We don’t know if the printing presses we gave them
back in 1942 are helping them do it ?

Mr. GreenwaLp. No, sir.

Mr. Borke. It is not new currency {

Mr. GREENwaLD. No, sir, they get their cash for products they sell,
or gold sold on the world market. That is how we are paid for our
grains.

Mr. Burkr. What about other materials? I know in China recently,
that was one of the argumerts the Chinese had in trading with the
Soviet Union, that the Soviets would not trade in hard currency but
traded usually in rubles.

Mr. GreeNwarLn. In the Soviet bloc, they use rubles with the
Eastern European countries, and I suppose to the extent the Chinese
are willing to accept them, but not in trade with ourselves or other
Western countries. They have to have hard currencies, not rubles.

May I just add one point on this question of leakage or the.problem
of assuring that things don’t slip through our export controls. Qur
controls apply equally well to Eastern Europe and all Communist
countries. I didn’t know whether you were suggesting we have differ-
ent rules for some Eastern European countries and it might be trans-
ferred through them to the Soviet Union. The controls apply to them
as well as to the Soviet Urion.

Mr. Borke. But we can’t get behind those countries very well and
get accurate information. We do, but now it must be more diffienit
than it has been in the past because of some of the investigations that
were made here in the Congress to get some information we would
like to get.

But, it is difficult,isn’t it, really ?

Mr. GreeNnwaLp. Yes; it is difficult, but we still have some intel-.
ligence capability.

Mr. Burke. The Soviets ultimately will open their doors wider if
they want these thines bad enough, won’t they ¢

Mr. GreeNwarp. They haven’t agreed to end-use checks yet, if that
is what you suggest, but we have some capability of finding onut how
it is used, whether for the purpose it was intended, or not.

Mr. burke. Thank you very much.

MODIFYING ARAB BOYCOTT PROCEDURES

Chairman Moreax. Mr. Hamilton.
Mr. Hayiuton. Mr. Greenwald, T was interested in vour observation
on page 11 of vour statement that we have had some success in the past
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year in the modification of the boyeott procedures. Specifically, what
suceess have we had in modifying these boycott provisions?

Mr. Grerxwarp, If T may, T would like to introduce Sidney Sober,
Deputy Assistant Secrctary for Near East and South Asia. He has
been involved in these diplomatic endeavors.

Chairman Moreax. Certainly.

STATEMENT OF SIDNEY SOBER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR NEAR EAST LND SOUTH ASIA AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF
STATE

Mr. Soprr. Mr. Hamilton, we have some successes which I would
characterize as limited, and there is a long way to go. But T will go
down some of the things done, not necessarily in uny priority order
but as thev oceur to me.

One, Mr. Greenwald mentioned, this was the subject of the Presi-
dent’s statement last November on discrimination—

Mr. Haymnrox. 1 am not asking what we have done; T am asking
what modifications have occtirred 1n the Arab boycott procedures?

Mr. Soper. I understand.

Partly, at least, in response to things the administration has done,
there have been responses with regard to this very troublesome issue
of discrimination. Does it or doesn’t it exist # And on this question we
have had some very clear statements from Arab sources, from high
ofticial sources, both in public and in private, claiming that they do not
discriminate on grounds of race, rehgion, ethnic origin and so forth,
with regard to the application of the boycott.

With regard to some of the procedures that have been in use, there
has been some notable progress achieved during the past year. Some
changes have occurred with regard to language, for example, that have
appeared as a matter of course in the past on shipping documents and
letters of credit in which American suppliers were asked to certify
certain negative things, for example, that a shipment which they were
proposing to make to an Arab country did not contain any goods of
Israeli origin or that a ship which was going to be used was not on
the blacklist,

There has been some notable progress to eliminate this type of lan-
guage. It is not perfect by any means, but at least there has been some
indication that we have had some success.

AMERICAN FIRMS ON ARAB “BLACKLIST”

We have also had some evidence—I would rather not go into this
in open session because it might tend to upset the progress that has
been made—that a number of blacklisted American firms have been
negotiating with Arab countries with regard to some possible col-

-laboration, which would imply, if successful, eliminating these firms
from the blacklist.

A number of American firms have reported to us that they have
had some success in the past year with regard to negotiating con-
tracts, or other transactions with Arab countries, which do not make
any explicit mention. as had been the rule for some years past, of
conditions about applying the boycott.
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I would like to make one other statement which is somewhat mar-
ginal, Mr. Hamilton, but I think it is part of the whole package of
problems with which we have had to deal. Again, coming back to
discrimination—and I think there is a relationship to what the ad-
ministration has done and the position we have taken.

We were informed by the Saudi Arabian Embassy here last week
that effective this week they are not requiring visa applicants to sub-
mit, as has been the rule for many years, written certificates to sup-
port the statement of their religion. This is a move, I would say, in
the right direction. It does not remove the problem.

RELAXATION OF THE ARAB BOYCOTT?

Mr. HamiLton. Is it your impression, generally, that the Arabs are
moving to relax the boycott ¢

Mr. Soner. I would say. in certain instances we have these indica-
tions; but if you say generally. no. I think the evidence is rather that
complete elimination of the boycott is something they feel extremely
strongly about for political grounds.

Mr. Haminron. You say, in your statement this morning, vou be-
lieve that further practical progress is likely. Is it your judgment that
this progress is going to be similar to progress made in the past year,
that 1s, in relatively small matters, nothing major?

Mr. Songer. I think some of these are not so small. T think the im-
portant thing in the last year to note, Mr. Congressman

Mr. Hamivton. They are not large enough for you to characterize
as a relaxation of the boycott ?

Mr. Soner. There are individual cases of relaxation, yes, sir. T wounld
not call them a general relaxation.

I think what is important to note is there has been a rather intense
activity by the administration, on the boyrott.

We have done a number of things. Mr. Greenwald noted, and I
think, in response to some of these things, we have had a positive
reaction.

PROPOSAL FOR STRONGFER ANTIBOYCOTT LEGISLATION

Mr. Hamiuron. May T shift a moment and ask snother question
with regard to your statement where you characterize any proposal
for stronger antiboycott legislation to be confrontational, Mr. Green-
wald ? But suppose we enacted a stronger measure. We have a couple
of proposals aronnd. One is to make it unlawful for a U7.S. company to
comply with the boycott.

You also have the Stevenson amendment. Suppose one of those
were cnacted into law? This, T presume, you would call confronta-
tional. What does that mean? What will happen if that is enacted into
law? What will happen in terms of our economic, political, military
relationships with Saudi Arabia or any other states?

Mr. GreeNxwarp. This is really the crux. Mr. Hamilton. of the
problem as we sce it. The efforts we have been making that were
described in the opening statement and Mr. Sober has expanded on
have achieved some progress. We are afraid that by highlighting the
issue through new legislation the result will be to eliminate any possi-
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bilities of continuing that progress and perhaps, even worse, may lead
to a reverssl or backlash; the result would then be a tightening up of
the gpplication rather than what we hope is a general process of some
relaxation of the boycott. i

More importantly, of course, the confrontational nature of it affects
our ability, as you suggest, to deal with the broad political as well as
the economic issues in our relations with the countries in the Middle
East. That affects not only our political objectives in trying to get a
longer term solution to the problem in the Middle East but, to brin
it back to U.S. terms, will affect the ability of our own industry an
(1)511‘ own labor to get the benefit of trade with countries in the Middle

ast.

EFFECTS OF ANTIBOYCOTT LEGISLATION

Mr. HamiutoN. Would you see, if one of these provisions were
enacted into law, a major loss of business to the Middle East?

Mr. GReenwarp. That is our judgment.

Mr. Hamwrox. Would you say, in a political sense, that the efforts
of the United States toward mediation of the Middle East conflict
would be substantially set back?

Mr. GrrENwaALD. In our view it would adversely affect our efforts
to try to achieve a scttlement in the Middle East.

Mr. Hamiron, Mr. Clements.

Mr. CLemenTs. I would like, for the record, to show that we want
to respond in the Department of Defense to these last two issues. It
would have a considerably adverse effect on many of our programs in
this gencral area, with industry and with our own internal program,
if those results were experienced as you outline them there.

It would have an adverse effect. Also, I think it needs to be noted,
as the Secretary mentioned, that with the sensitivity of the area right
now ns volatile as it is, this kind of action would, in our judgment,
contribute to a sense of confrontation and would be counter-
productive.

Mr. Ha»irrox. Can you be specific for me when you use the words
“adverse effects?”

What do you mean by that ¢

Mr. CreMexTs, In mv judgment it would bring about a deteriora-
tion of there relationships that we have been working hard to build
with these various Arab countries, and I would specifically mention
Syria, Sandi Arabia, Kuwait, Egypt, all of those countries with whom
wo have been making considerable progress—particularly the State
Department—through diplomatic channels as well as the support we
have «iven theirefforts in the directions where we are effective.

I am convinced this would have a detrimental effect to those
relations,

ARAB BOYCOTT: A POLITICAL CONTEXT

Mr. Soner. We have never found it possible to disassociate an eco-
no,. .¢ action on the boycott from the political context. We have had a
certain amount of success, as you know very well—we wish it were
more—in the last couple of vears in helping to move the Arab states
and Israel toward some eventual peace settlement.



4

We want very much to continue that effort, and we are dedicated to
doing everything we can. We are quite sure that we have been able to
have such success as we have had to date largely because the parties
on both sides have had confidence in the goodwill of the United States
a.nld have been willing to permit us, if you will, to work with both
sides.

With regard to the boycott, there is ample evidence that one or the
other of the Arab countries hrve been concerned at what they have
seen as a deliberate attack or campaign against them and have ex-
pressed to us their concern that further movement against them on
the boycott would be taken as a sign of an unfriendly view of the
United States with regard to them. I think it is inevitable that this is
going to wash off in some negative way on the American effort to work
with them and with Isrmel on the peacemaking effort. To think other-
wise would be taking an enormous risk in the face of fairly clear
statements they have given us.

Chairman Moraa~. The time of the gentleman hasexpired.
Mr. Winn.

THE BOYCOTT AND A MIDDLE EAST PEACE

Mr. Winw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary Greenwald, on page 11, the last paragraph, you say:

However, it is also clear that the Arab governments are not prepared to drop
the boycott altogether except in the context of an overall peace settlement.

Is there any definite indication that they would drop the boycott if
there was a definite peace settlement ?

Mr. GreeNwarb. I think the answer to that is yes.

Mr. WinN. They have given you some definite indications of that?

Mr. GReexwaLp, They view the boycott as a measure related to the
state of war with Israel. It is a technique used by other countries in
other circumstances, therefore, they relate it to their political and
military position vis-a-vis Israel.

If we could achieve this long-term settlement. clearly. their economic,
as well as political-military relations with Israel, would change and the
boycott would no longer be relevant or applicable.

Mr. Winns. They said that or you assume that ¢ _

Mr. Soer. If {nlay comment on that, ves, they have said it in a
variety of ways. I don't know that it has been addressed in exactly the
way your question was put, but basically the Arabs maintain that they
are justified in maintaining a hoycott because there is a state of war.
So it is a political boycott they say they are applying, and they say,
under international law, that this is a justifinble weapon.

Well.in the absence of the state of war. the basis for the maintenance
of the hoycott would disappear, and I do not think they wocld argue
that point. :

TECHNOLOGY VS. PRODUCTS: EXPORT CONTROLS

Mr. WinN, Secretary Clements. do von agree with the Defense Sci-
ence Board task force conclusion that T7.8. relations should be redrawn
to focus on know-how rather than products?

1\]f.r. CreMeENTS. Mr. Winn, T commented on this at come length a little
earlier,
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Mr. Win~. I am sorry I missed it,

Mr. CrLeMeNTs. I do not think you can separate these two. This
know-how or the techhology involved is certainly linked to the end

roduct or the hardware and both of these issues should be vegy care-
ully considered.

I don’t think we have given the attention in the past to the basic
technology we should have. I think all of us agree with that.

Nevertheless, we still need to consider the'end produncts 'and the
hardware that comes out of the technology. So we have to look at both.

Mr. Wix~. Are you trying to devise any system where they can be
separated or do you feel it is almost impossible ?

Mr. CreseNTs. I think it is impossible, and T don’t think they
should be separated. :

INDUSTRY INPUT TO COCOM LIST

- Mr. Wixn~. Secretary Greenwald, T have been wondering, listening
to both of you talk, what input industry has in the revision of the
COCOM list ? How much participation do they have?

Mr. Greexwawp, I think Secretary Clements answered that in re-
sponse to an earlier question.

In developing our position on the list or in exception cases we draw
on our own expertise in the Government, as well as outside Govern-
ment, industry experts.

Mr. Win~. Do other countries take industry with them to places
like Paris and other places to participate in negotiations?

Mr. Greexwarp, No: to the best of my knowledge it is all Govern-
ment representatives, although there are positions from other coun-
tries as well as our own that may be based on knowledge from industry.

Mr. CreMeNTs, We do not feel the lack of input from industry or
from outside technical sources, consultants, and so forth. These are
readily available to us, and sometimes we get more of this than we
would really like, so this just is no problem. There is a very open line
of communication and you can be sure that industry as they are seek-
ing these export permits and trying to make these arrangements over-
seas, they are in touch with us. not only the particular company in-
volved. but several companies within the industry on a competitive
basis. So I don’t look upon this as a problem.

Mr. Wix~y. Do our industries—are they forced to turn to other
countries for timely publications of the COCOM list ?

Mr. CLEMEN1S. T am not aware of that.

Mr. WinN. There have been discussions, not formal alicgations, that
other countries’ lists are more up to date than ours are.

Mr. CreMeNTs. Dissemination of the information is readily avail-
able. and T have never heard this from any industry representative,
And Idon’t think my associates have.

U.8, EXPORT CONTROL LIST

Mr. Winy. Does the U.S. Government publish the list ?
Mr. Greexwarp. There is an export control list, The Department
of Commerce publishes it and keeps it up to date,

Mr. Winy. It is not in the Federal Register but a separate publica-
tion?
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Mr. GrReenwaLp. I don’t know whether it is a separate publication,
but it is certainly available to the public generally and to industry.

Mr. Cresments. Dr. Shields tells me one of the comments he has
heard from the side of industry is that the list is too long, too com-
plicated, and too involved, there is too much detail.

Mr, Wix~. That is probably true.

Does the exporter have access to the list?

Mr. CrEMENTS. Yes, sir. You are talking about the exporter-manu-
facturer company ?

Mr. WinN. Yes.

Mr. CLeMENTS. Yes, sir, they do.

Mr. Wix~. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Chairman Morean. Mr. Solarz.

IMPROVEMENTS TO EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT

Mr. Sorarz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Do either of you gentlemen have any suggestions to make concern-
inﬁ possible improvements in this legislation, or are you basically
calling for a simple extension of the authorization?

Mr. CremeNTs. May I go first, Mr. Congressman ?

Mr. Sorarz. Surely.

Mr. CuemeNTs. Our position is that we are heavily engaged right
now internally in studying it and we want to come forward with some
suggestions but we are not ready right now.

r. Sorarz. Whean do you think you will be ready ?

Mr. CLemeNTs. May I consult—if you need a time, may I consult

with my people here?

COMMITTEE MARKUP PLANS

Mr. Sorarz. While they are consulting, could I ask the chairman
if he could give us any sense of what the timetable is in terms of the
committee’s consideration of this legislation?

Chairman Morcax. We have 6 days of hearings scheduled, Mr.
Solarz, and at the end of the 6 days’ hearings, we will proceed with
the markup. '

Mr. Sorarz. You expect to get to the markup before the July recess
or afterwards!

Chairman Moraan. I would imagine after the July recess.

Mr. Sorarz. I would hope, Mr. Clements, you could come forward
with your recommendations before the committee begins its markup,
ho&c ully before it completes the hearings.

r. CLEMENTS. As T understand it. the act expires in September,
and in discussing this with Dr. Currie and Dr. Shields. they do not
feel that we can have a comprehonsive study completed by that time.
So what we are really asking is to stay in communication with this
committee to tell you what we have at that time but really we are
asking for an extension.

Mr. GreeNnwarp, Mr. Chairman, as T understand the position, we
are seeking a simple extension of the legislation without any sub-
stantial amendment. My understanding of what is being considered
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is some possibility of looking again at the penalties for violation of
the export contro{ regulations and that is the only matter as far as I
know that is still pending.

For the rest of it, we are seeking no amendment whatsoever but a
simple extension.

INTERDEPARTMENTAL DIFFERENCES ON EXPORT CONTROLS

Mr. Sorarz. Could you tell us whether, in the consideration which
you have given to these export licenses, there are many instances in
which State and Defense have disagreed with respect to whether or
not an export license should be granted ?

Mr. Greenwarp. Well, as I suggested earlier, in any kind of an
interdepartmental consideration of any subject, export licenses or any-
thing else, there are likely to be differences. If there weren’t differ-
ences, we wouldn’t need interdepartmental consultation.

Mr. Sorarz. Were there any differences?

Mr. Greexwarp, I am sure over the past years there have been
some.

Mr. Sorarz. Could you give us examples of what they were?

Mr. Greexwarp, I am afraid I don’t have specific examples.

Mr. Sorarz. Could you supply them for the record?

Mr. Greexwarn. Specific cases where we differed ?

Mr. Sorarz. Yes; and the basis of the difference.

Mr. GrReexwarp. If it is unclassified, yes.

Mr. Sorarz. I think we can receive information on a classified basis.
We can’t make any promises it will remain that way, but I think
we are entitled to receive it.

[A portion of the information submitted is classified, and there-
fore has been retained in the committee files. An unclassified version
of the response follows:]

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,

Waashington, D.C.
Hon. THoMAS8 E. MoRGAN,

Chairman, House International Relations Committee,
House of Reprexentatives.

DEAR MR, CHAIRMAN: In the course of my testimony before the International
Relations Committee I was asked whether there have been many instances in
which the State and Defense Departments have disagreed with respeet to action
on an export license. [ undertook to provide for the record examples of cases
involving such differences. The cases in question—which are very few—involve
COCOM matters that themselves are necessariiy handled on a classified basis.
Therefore, I am vroviding you separately a classified report on such cases, I be-
lieve, however, that some additional information on how decision on export
licenses and exceptions reguests are reached may be useful to the Committee.

Congressman Solarz’ gquestions ooth 1o me and to Secretary Clements ap-
peared to deal with U.S., export license cases, These cases, to the extent that
interdepartmental considerstion is required, and handled within the interdepart-
mental committee which advises the Departiment of Commerce on export control
actions, As you are aware, the Department of Commerce has established succes-
sive levels of interdepartmental committees culminating in the Export Admini-
stration Review Board chaired by the Secretary of Commerce.

While differing advice may bhe supplied to Commerce by the State and De-
fense representatives in the staff level comiittee which examines export licensing
cases, the ixsue is whether differences are serious enough to be appealed and
esusidered at the top level hy the Export Administration Review Board. While
a few specially important cases have been referred to the Board for its review
(including some that because of policy complexity were not previously examined
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at subordinate levels) and while differing views were expressed in the discus-
sion at that level, agreement on the action to be taken in each case has
been reached and there has not been the necessity to refer a split position to
the President for resolution in recent years. :

Although Congressman Solarz’ questions related to U.S. export licensing,
there {s also the question of the U.S. position to be taken on exception requests
presented in COCOM by other participating countries, Exceptions presented by
the Unitcd States are of course first approved within the U.8. Government
through the Department of Commerce advisory procedures, Cases introduced
by other COCOM member countries are documented by them and sent to each of
the participating governments, including the United States, for approval.

The procedure for reaching a U.8. Government position on a COCOM exception
case presented by another country is carried out through the Economic Defense
Advisory Committee which is chaired by the Department of State and inclndes
as advisory members representatives of Commerce, Defense, ERDA, and other
interested agencies as appropriate. Like the Commerce Committee structure, the
Economic Defense Advisory Committee structure providex for appeals and
reviews of agency differences at successive levels. There is not alwayx agreement
on the U.8. position to be taken on such COCOM cases, hut the Department of
State attempts to develop the necessary technical evaluation and substantive
position through a conseusus at the interdepartmental staff level to the extent
it is possible. As in the case of the Commerce Department review of U".8. export
licensing cases, the critical element is whether an agency feels strongly enough
to appeal a decision by the Department of State in Instances where a consensus
is not possible.

The agreed interdepartmental guidelines in thesxe matters provide that the
Department of State, as the agency having both the responsibility for administer-
ing the Battle Act and generally for instructing U.8. delegates in international
negotiations, may determine the position to he taken in disagreed cases if a
disgenting agency elects not to appeal to a higher level. Such determinations
oceur infrequently.

We have reviewed 218 requests for exceptions to the COCOM embargo sub-
mitted by countries other than the United States from January 1, 1976 through
Juue 16 1976. During this period there was only one case in which a U.8. position
of “no »hjection” was registered in COCOM despite Defense recommendation to
the corntrary. Defense did not appeal the decision taken for other relevant reasons
in this case.

Of the 218 cases, the United States approved or approved with conditions 167,
approved portians and ohjected to portions of two other cases, and objected to 11
compleie eases. The remainder are «till pending.

I hope this will be a helpful explanation.

I would like also to re-emphasize a point which I made in response to the
eriticism by industry representatives to the effect that they do not have access
to the COCOM list and therefore cannot tell which fteme may or mav not bhe
traded. The Department of Commerce export administration list includes a
number of items going beyond the agreed COCOM list. However, it is possible
by reference to the interpretive key explaining the list to determine which items
are under control by Commerce by virtue of their inclusion in the COCOM list,
Moreover. the other COCOM countries whose controls are identical with the
agreed COCOM controls themselves in fact publish a national control list that
is identical with the COCOM control list, Thus the husiness community should
have prompt and ready access to the authoritative version of the control
categories. JOoSEPH A. GREENWALD,

Ansistant Seeretary for Economic and Buginess Affairs.

DOD GPPOSITION TO CERTAIN FEXPuitis

Mr. Sor.arz. Secretary Clements, is yonr memory perhaps better on
this question? ) ]

AMr. Creveyts. Mr. Congressman, my memorv is perhaps a little
better heeause T was on the receiving end of negative votes so perhaps
T was more impressed than State.
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Mr. Sorarz. Which side of the issue were you on, favoring the li-
cense or opposition ¢

Mr. CreEMexTs. We were. over the period of several years, in the
position of taking an adverse position to some of the suggested
exports.

Now. I want to be sure it is understood there are different levels at
which this is manifested—at lower staff levels and then there is an
intermediate level of the interagency group and then I am talking
about the senior review group which is chaired by the Secrctary of
Commerce and represented by the Deputy Secretary of State.

Now, over a period of time we could voice dissent within that com-
mittee, but the State Department had the last say, so to speak, and
their vote was the only one that really counted. We had. in the final
analysis. a recourse to the President, and that was used with great
eare and only oceasionally,

Mr. Sorarz. I appreciate the response, Mr. Secretary. T think it
would be very helpful if this information could be supplied, if you
could give us for the record where Defense differed from State, where
you carried the appeal and what the basis for the disagreement was.

My, CremexTs. We ean. But the conelusion of my remarks should
be known that this problem in my judgment no longer exists and under
the present procedures, which is in accordance with the Jackson
amendment, which was passed about 18 months ago, T believe, this
situation has corrected itself and we haven’t had these kind of differ-
ences lately.

Mr. Soragz. T appreciate the response.

If vou could get it into the record before we mark up the bill, it
would be helpful.

THE ARAB BOYCOTT

One final question on the hoycott,

Mr. Sober, T wonder if you could give us any idea. if you have the
information, as to the total number of American firms that specifically
have refrained from doing husiness with Israel beeause of the boyeoft
and, second. are you in a position to give us any kind of a judgment
as to the eeonomic impact on Israel of the Arab boyeott ?

Mr. Soskr. We don't have any way to measure with any degree
of exactitude how many American firms might have refrained from
doing business with Isracl because of concern on something like this.

We have tried to elarify what I think is a common misconception,
My, Solarz, in this regard. T think a number of American firms, with
all of the suddenly increased attention in the past vear. came to the
conelusion that if they did business with Israel, they are going to
find themselves on the Arab blacklist.

Our understanding of the way in which the Arabs administer the
boyeott is not in accord with such an understanding, or misunderstand-
ing. A normal commercial Telationship with Tsvael does not give rise
to putting a company on the blacklist. There are thonsands of Ameri-
can firms which eontinue to sell to Tsrael and there is no danger about
their being on the blacklist.

Mr. SoLarz. YWhat gets them on the blacklist ?
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Mr. SosEr, There are a number of criteria, and I could run down the
types of things which the Arabs say will subject a firm to blacklisting.

Chairman Morgay. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. Soser. We can put this in the record.

[ The information, subsequently submitted, follows:]

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C,, June 21, 1976.
Hon. TuoMas E. MoRoAN,
Chairman, House International Relations Committce,
Housc of Representatives.

DeEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During the hearings on June 8, 1976, before your
Committee on the renewal of the Export Administration Act, the Department of
State was asked to cite examples of actions by American firins which could sub-
ject them to blacklisting under the Arab League's boycott of Israel. Your Com-
mittee also asked for comment on the effect on Israel of this hoycott.

Enclosed Is a list of the types of actions which are purported to be causes for
blacklisting under the general principles of the Arab boycott. The list, while
drawn from Arab publications, does not reflect a full picture of actual enforce-
ment by individual memberss of the Arab League. The Arah boycott has not been
uniformly administered among the participating Arab countries; nor is enforce-
ment uniform even within particular countries, Individual countries observing
the hoycott have weighed their respective national interests generally and in the
context of specific dealings with foreign firms. In many respects, enforcement
responsibility is left to importers or to other businessmen in the respective coun-
tries. As Indicated by the asserted catises for blacklisting, many aspects of the
hoyeott cannot be enforced ensily, if at all.

We do not have a very clear measure of how much the Arab boycott may have
iinpacted on the Israeli economy. In general, Israel has enjoyed record economic
growth over the twenty-five years during which the boycott has been in effect. At
the same time, the boycott undoubtedly has deterred investment by some firms and
caused other firms to insist on doing business quietly throngh intermediaries in
order to avold boycott complications. The following trade statistics indicate, how-
cver, that U8, exports to Israel have continued to rise in recent years. The U.S.
share of the Israeli market, which declined in the early 1970's has rebounded in
the most recent year (1975) for which statistics are available.

{Dollar amounts in miflions}

U.S. exports Total Israeli U.S. share

Yoar to lsrael imports (percent)

Y002 e $557 $2, 470 23

1903, e Ceeenaes 960 4,240 23

|4 2L T 1,200 5,3%0 22

1975....... e e e e e e 1,550 15,770 27
| Estimatad.

Also, Israel's Central Bureau of Statistics figures indicate that total invest-
ment in Israel, including a large share of foreign investment. ruse by 18 percent
in 1975. We believe that a substantiu} share of the foreign investment comes
from the United States.

Sincerely yours,
RoOBERT J. MCCLOSKEY,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations.
Enclosure.

ACTIONS BRY AMERICAN AND OTHER ForE1oN FIRMS WHICH ARE SAIp To SUBJECT
THEM TO BLACKLIBTING UNDER THE ARAR BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL

I. Manufacturing and Trading Companies. The following activities are
forbidden :
A, Establishing factories or assembly plants in Israel ;
B. Establishing general agencies or main offices in Israel for Middle East
operations ;
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C. The use of a company’s name or a manufacturing license by an Israeli
firm;

D. Holding shares of an Israeli firm;
E. Rendering technical or consultative services to Israeli factories;
F. Membership in a foreign-Israeli chamber of commerce;
G. Being agents of Israeli firms or pMincipal importers of Israeli products;
H. Prospecting for natural resources in Israel ;
I. Refusing to reply to a questionnaire from the boycott authorities; and
J. Using in their own products, parts or materials produced by a black-
listed firm.
II, Ships:
A, Calling on an Arab and Israeli port on the same round trip (tourist
ships excepted) ;
B. Transporting mauterial helpful tp the Israeli war effort;
C. Being chartered to Israeli coanpanies;
D. Transporting Israell industrial, commercial, or agricultural products;
E. Transporting Jewish immigrants to Israel ; and

F. Refusing to present manifests of shipments off-loaded at lsraeli ports.
III. Banks:

A. Making loans to Israeli firms which assist major military, industrial,
or agricultural projects:

B. Distributing or promoting the sale of Israeli bonds;

C. Establishing irms in Israel ; pnd

D. Investing in firms which also have Israeli capital, either in or out
of Israel.

IV. Films, Motion Picture Companies, and Performers:

A. Production of fllms that distort Arab history, promote Israeli or
Zionist propaganda, feature Israeli or pro-Zionist performers, are. photo-
graphed in Israel, or are of Israeli production;

B. Motion picture and television companies that, after being warned,
continue to produce fllms as described in A (above) or invest in Israeli
companies.

Chairman Moraax. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. Ginyman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Pursuing the question raised by the gentleman from Kanczas, Mr.
Winn, Mr. Greenwald. in your statement, you state:

All actlons and decisions by COCOM are confidential by agreement, including
the lists of controlled commodities.

T.8. INDUSTRY AND THE COCOM LIST

My recollection is that one of the complaints by industry is that
the Government dovqnt provide them with access to the COCOM
list—not the U.S. control list—but the COCOM list. while other
members do provide it to their exporters.

Is that the case?

Mr. Greenwarn, Mr. Congressman, my understanding is that we
have an export control list that goes beyond the internationally agreed
list and we don't distinguish on that list as to which are COCOM and
which are United States. They are all subject to our restrictivis.

Mr, Gieyan, Is there a COCOM list that is separate and apart from
the U.S, control list

Mr. GREeNwALD. There is an agreed international control list.:

M. Ginmax. Is that known asthe COCOM list?

Mr. Greenwarp. Yes.

Mr. Gryaw. Is that list made available tothe exporters ?

Mr. Greexwarn. It is made available publicly in the United States
in the context of our total export control list.
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Mr. GiLMaN. Are there items on the COCOM list that are not on the
U.S. export list ¢

Mr. P}zEENWAL-D. No, it goes the other way. We have on our list
everything in the COCOM list plus some items we control unilaterally.

Mr. GiLmax. Then this objection we hear is invalid, is that what you
aresaying?

Mr. GReeNwaLDp. As far as I understand.

Mr. Giman. There is no basis for it ?

Mr. GrReexwaLp. No basis at all.

STATUS OF COCOM DECISIONS

Mr. GiLman. With regard to COCOM decisions, State has testified
previously that member countries have no legal obligations to COCOM
and that each government makes and implements its own decisions.
Since national laws and export policies are not uniform, how can the
United States be confident a COCOM decision will be honored uni-
formly by the participant nations ¢

Mr. GrReexwarb. Mr. Congressman, as you suggest, this is not a legal,
binding obligation in the usual sense of a treaty. We do to some extent
have to depend on the good faith cooperation of the member states,
but we also have the possibility for checking on their own actions, but
that is primarily their own responsibility. We receive some information
about it and there are opportunities to discuss COCOM enforcement
procedures.

We have n separate body dealing with enforcement and compliance
on an international basis. One of the points in the GAQ report I think
had to do with exactly the questions you are asking, and we are looking
into that to see whether we can make it more effective.

Mr. Gizman. What sort of enforcement procedure is that?

Mr. Greexwarp, OQur own; each country does it nationally. There
are discussions among people responsible for enforcement and com-
pliance in each one of the member states, so you see how they go about
it and exchange information.

Mr. GiLma~. If one nation doesn’t agree the enforcement is being
properly enforced in the other nation, what remedy do they have
available?

Mr. Greexwarp. I think all it can be is friendly persuasion.

CHEATING ON COCOM CONTROLS

Mr. Grman. Don’t some countries, especially our own Nation, lose
out in export by occasionally cheating, as industry spokesmen claim?

Mr. GReenwaLD. That goes back to the basic question you asked, are
all the countries applying the COCOM rules and regulations exactly
the same way. To the extent we can possibly achieve that, that is what
we have tried to do over the years.

Since it is, however, being done on a national basis and neither a
formal treaty nor international obligations are involved, there is no
way you can enforce it in the same way you can a treaty. We do the
best we can to make sure there is no what you call cheating and to the
extent possible that all the governments are observing the COCOM
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rules in the same way so that everyone is on more or less the same
footing.

We are at a disadvantage, to come back to your earlier question,
when our list is longer than the other countries. If we unilaterally
apply restrictions that other countries don’t, we can’t complain if
others ship items not on the COCOM list.

Mr. GrLmanx, Is that done by anyone else?

Mr. GreeNwaLp. I suppose you would have sales that could not be
made by an American firm, but could be made by a competitor.

Chairman MorcaN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. Bingham,

THE ADMINISTRATION TIMETABLE ON EXPORT CONTROLS

Mr. Bixanam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Clements, I am not given to upbraiding executive branch
agencies, but honestly, I am shocked at the timetable that you have
outlined to us. The subcommittee which I chair. the Subcommittee
on International Trade and Commerce, had hearings on this subject
last March. We went over all this ground; we heard from industry,
heard in detail complaints industry had. And we will get more of them
this week.

You have this really comprehensive report by the board which was
outlined to us on March 30, and yet, you now are telling us tha? you
have set up a steering group under Mr. Currie’s leadership to study
this report and to come up with recommendations for possible legis-
Iation by September. You state that on page 8 of your statement.

You know this legislation comes up for renewal in September. You
know how long it takes to get legislation through. It simply is not
possible for this committee to delay its markup to September. We will
be in a position of having to go ahead with the legislation as best we
can without knowing what your recommendations are.

I understand Mr. Currie has been recently given some enormous new
responsibilities and perhaps the problem is that he just is too busy to
be chairman of this steering group. But I must say that I think in
view of the fact you have known this was coming—we had these hear-
ings back 3 months ago—it is incredible you are telling us today
you are just getting around to setting up a steering group to come up
with the answers. We will have to operate as best we can without the
advice of the Defense Department.

Mr. CremzaxTs. Your poesition is well taken, and I am sympathetic
toit. I would like us to have an opportunity of taking another view of
how soon we can get this out to you. T am not sure, it is an interagency
group. It is not just the Department of Defense that is affected, and
the coordination within the interagency group within the time frame
between now and September, considering the detail that we have to
address, is not very long. But T should like, with your permission. to
look at this and see what we can do about it.

Mr. Bixaitaym. Thank you. I hope you will; it is in your own inter-
est to do it.

_The legislative process will be proceeding, and we won’t have your
views, -
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Mr. CuemexTs, I was not aware of the time urgency and the dates
that you were talking about until this morning.

Mr. Bixanas. I don't believe you testified before the subcommittee,
hut certainly other representatives of the Department of Defense did
and all the other departments that take part in this process testified, so
the administration itself has been well aware at the top.

Mr. CremexTs, We will see what we can do.

THE ARAB BOYCOTT

Mr. Bixciram. One question in the area of the Arab boycott.

Mr. Sober. could yon tell us if there has been any shift in the atti-
tude of Egypt on the boycott since the second agieement in the Sinai
was reached ?

Mr. Sorer. Each member of the Arab League applies the Arab boy-
cott in its own way. They do get guidance that comes out of intermin-
isterial, intergovernmental meotings, but each country has its own list
and each will be guided by its own view, sometimes differing hecause
of its national interest.

Egypt certainly fits into that category.

Mr. Bingham, T hope you will understand if T say I would rather
not in open session go into any detailed discussion of this point, I
don’t mean to lead you to make any assumptions, but unf()rtunate]y
because of the sensitivity, the high political content and the way in
which the boveott is applied. undue publicity tends to deter countries
and firms which would like to do something which is not normal, if
vou will, toward easing the boycott. And T would like to say that
Egvpt is aware of its interest.

‘On the other hand. Egypt is a member in good standing of the Arab
community, and there is a problem it faces, such as any Arab country

would face, in the desire to do something that is not normally a part
of the boyeott procedure.

POSITION ON ANTIBOYCOTT AMENDMENT

Mr. Brxaiiay. 1 understand your concern and problem with regard
to publicity,

Do vour comments in this rerard go to the merits of a legislative
proposal, such as 1 understand the Stevenson amendment to be, that
is dirvected at total disclosure of company activities?

M:. Sonrr. Yes: it wonld. That is one of the features that we do feel
is not necessary at this time and is part of the reason why the ad-
ministration feels that no additional legislation on this subject is neces-
sary or desirable a: this time.

If T ean comment on the point about disclosire, as you know, the
administration has moved within the past vear to require exporters
to report to the Commerce Department, which administers the act, as
to how they have responded to a boyeott questionnaire. That is an
important new addition to the requirement which the administration
has hrouszht into effect during this last vear,

Let me note one possible effect of disclosure which gives us some
concert. We understand the purpose that Coneressmen may have in
secking publie disclosure, We also note that for a firm to disclose and

-
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have it reported that it has not complied with a boycott request may
indeed make it more possible for the boycott administrators to take
action against that particular firm, This is one of the fallout effects
for which we oppose the proposed requirement of publie disclosure.

We think it would have a different effect than what the sponsors
would wish.

Mr. Bixciray. Is there also a problem that countries which are sur-
posedly adhering to the boycott don’t want much publicity about the
fact that they are dealing with firms on the blacklist 7

Mr. Soser. That is absolutely true, and if there is anything which
would turn around the progress which hus been achieved in this par-
ticular regard, it is that tvpe of pubiicity because it would take a
very rare case for an Arab country to wish to be singled out as going
its way even if it meant not going along with the boycott procedure.

Chairman Moraax, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. Findley.

TIMING OF ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION

Mr. Fixoeey. 1 will put on a bipartisan basis the concern which Mr.
Bingham has expressed about the timetable. I am puzzled, as to why
the executive branch, on the eve of the expiration of the act, has not
come forward with recommendations. And I am sure the administra-
tion has been aware of it,

If it is not, then we have really great cause for concern. Over the
vears the administration has not been shy or reluctant about trying
to influence the course of legislation, yet. that does appear to have
been the posture here,

Can any of yvou shed any light on why this strange situation is be-
fore ns?

Mr. CreMENTS. Let me try, Mr. Findley.

I didd not realize the time urgency of your schedule until this morn-
ing. Dr. Carrie didn't either and neither did Roger Shields in the
sense that we were addressing the procedural aspects, the process,
the system, if you will, in the implementation of this Defense Science
Board report internally within the system.

Mr. Finprey. But you surely knew the Export Administration Act
with which the report dealt wasexpiring?

Mr. CremexTs. You tell me I surely shonld, but T didn't.

T ain sorry, but we didn’t. So, in a quick little aside here with Dr.
Currie and Dr. Shields, T think we ean come up with some recommen-
dations with respect to the legislation as opposed to the process within
the system. which is a completely different matter. We will try to
work that through the interagency group and get it coordinated and
get back over here to you in a timely fashion.

CONGRESSIONAL INITIATIVE ON EXPORT CONTROLS

Mr. Finpeey. T don't want to ieave the wrong impression. T think
it is great for the Congress to initiate legislation, and I think we have
had some excellent initiatives in this committee.

We restructured the Foreign Aid Aet, and this committee was
largely responsible for drafting the War Powers Resolution, so maybe
thisis part of the trend we can expect in the future.
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Dr. Greenwald, let me ask—1I believe this is largely your domain—
is there anything in the Export Administration Act which you feel
needs to be changed in regard to food exports

Mr. GREENWALD. I am not aware that there is any change required.
You said food exports?

Mr. FINDLEY. Yes.

Mr. GreeNwaLb. You are thinking of the short supply provisions?

Mr. FinpLEY. That is right.

Mr. Greenwarp. I would have to confess I have not examined that
recently, but my understanding is we consider the present provisions
are adequate to deal with the problems that we have had or that we
may have in the future with respect to the need for export control
under extraordinary circumstances.

You are talking about the short supply provisions and not the
strategic controls ¢

Mr. FinpLEY. Yes.

Mr. GrReeNwaLD. As far as I know we have taken a look at those and
consider that they are satisfactory in their present form.

CONVERTIBILITY OF EASTERN EUROPEAN CURRENCIES

Mr. FinoLey. May I ask, Mr. Greenwald, we were discussing a few
minutes ago the nonconvertibility of the ruble. Are there any of the
pact currencies that are convertible to any extent outside the pact?

Mr. Greexwarn, To the best of my knowledge, not in the sense of
the Western convertibility; they are not freely convertible in Western
Europe. There is the black market. Some are available in European
currency markets, but not at an official rate.

No currencies are supposed to leave the country or be exchanged
except at the official rate.

Mr. Fixprey. Tsthat true of Yugoslaviat

Mr. Greenwarn, No; T was thinking of the other countries. Yugo-
slavia is a little closer.

Mr. Finnrey. Does that apply in the case of Poland?

Mr. GreEnwarD. T don’t think it applies in the case of Poland.

Chairman Morean. Mr, Wolff.

THE PRC AND EXPORT CONTROLS

Mr. Worrr. Secretary Clements, on the last page of your statement,
you say:

We are retarding the growth of the Warsaw Pact and PRC military capa-
bilities, contributing to the success of our deterrent strategy and reducing the
expenditures we must make for our defense.

As part of that senior review board have you been privy to any
of the conversations relative to military or defense-related equipment
sales to the PRC ¢ :

\“‘ CreMENTR. No, sir, that has not been a subject of this group
at all.

Mr. Worrr. It has not been a subject at all #

Mr. CreMENTSs, No, sir, it has not.

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Greenwald.
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Mr, Gresxwarp. No, sir, as far as 1 know that is something I read
about in the newspaper, no discussion in the State Department.

Mr. Worrr. It scems to me there has been a lot of discussion, and
here you two sit on a very important board that makes the decision
as to whether we should sell military equipment to these people and
while the whole world is talking, you have held no discussions.

Have discussions been held within the Defense Department

Mr. CrLeMENTS. No, sir, there have not been. I want it clear in the
first instance I am replying with regard to the review group that has
to do with export of these items which we have been discussing this
morning that is chaired by the Secretary of (Commerce, which T re-
ferred to on several occasions. There has been no discussion in that
group whatsoever.

Mr. Worrr. Have there been discussions within the Defense De-
partment itself that you are aware of ¢

INDUSTRIAL EXPORTR TO CHINA

Mr. Cremexnts. If you are talking in terms now of the normal in-
dustrial-type exports to China, that is another issue, but you specifi-
cally mentioned military hardware.

Mr. Worrr. T said defense or defense related, which would have an
end use capability,

Mr. Cremexts, That is a little different if they are dual-use items.

Mr. Waorrr. Unfortunately, in these hearings we may get confusing
answers beeause we not only don’t know the answer, we don’t know
the specific question to ask.

Part of the problem is that, T understand discussions have been
held relative to the sale of equipment, that could have military ap-
plications in radar. communications equipment, and the like.

Mr. CremesTs, I apologize becanse I misunderstood your question.

The answer is ves to this last. There have been some instances, some
cases, where this has come up and where that particular e(gleipment
being considered might have a military end use and that has been dis-
cussed. But that was different than what T thought you asked in the
first place,

Mr. Worrr. Have any decisions been reached on that yet ?

Mr. CreMeNTs, Yes, sir, some decisions have been made. Some have
been favorable and some negative.

Mr. Worrr. Wonld vou furnish for the committee either on a
classified or nnclassified basis that information?

Mr. Cr.eMENTR. Yes. we will be happy to.

[ The information subsequently submitted. is of a classified nature,
and therefore retained in the committee files.]

EXPORTS TO ITALY

‘Mr. Worrr. Another area 1 want to go to. has this committee, the
senior review board, had any discussions relative to the question of
Italy, should in the next elections Italy become a Communist govern-
ment, Mr. Greenwald?

Mr. Grerxwarp. Mr. Congressman, as far as we are concerned the
Italian Government is participating in the NATO Alliance and
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COCOM operations, and any specuiation of what the future position
of Italy may be is not what we would consider particularly fruitful at
this time.

My, Worrr. You have no contingency planning ¢

Mr. GrReexwaLp. No contingency planning in the sense we will decide
or think about what the position of Italy might be under different
circumstances.

Mr. Worrr. The Secretary of State has made statements relative to
this event—wouldn’t it be logical there would be some planning?

Mr. Greexwarp. To the extent people have queried the Secretary of
State on what his view is with respect to the Government of Ita'y, he
stated his position that it would have an effect on our bilateral rela-
tions and the relations in the alliance. But any contingency planning
for export controls, as it might affect—

Mr. Worrr. It would seem to me that we would be taking some steps
to have some plans in mind in the event that a decision that was basi-
cally antithetical to our interests was made by the Italian people.

Mr. Greexwarn, The Secretary of State has made it clear that any
susbtantial number of Communists in the Italian Government would
affect our relations. But we have not come to any conclusion that will
be the outcome of the elections.

As a matter of fact, we devoutly hope it will not be. At this stage
there certainly is no kind of contingency planning relating to the
Export Adminristration Act or any other specific aspect of our trading
relations with Italy.

MONTTORING EXPORT LICENSES

Mr. Waorrr. Do you gentlemen of this review board monitor the
lli_censegf after they have been processed down the line and granted the

icense

Mr. GreeNwaLp. We have a system of following the sale of partic-
ular goods that have been licensed, particularly where there is a dual
use item where the license has been granted on the use that it is to be
put. We do our best to monitor that use to make sure it is consistent
with the basis on which the license was granted.

Mr. CLeMENTS. Mr. Wolf, in some particular cases that we consider
especially sensitive, we have safeguards built into the arrangement in
the beginning on the understanding that we will cither have periodic
inspections of the use of the equipment or we will have a maintenance
arrangement about the equipment.

Mr. Worrr. Does that also apply to conditions of sale?

Mr. CremenTs. Yes, sir, it actually becomes a part of the sales’
agreement,

Mr. Wourr. I know ray time is up, but I would like to ask one further
question.

EXPORT BALES AND BRIBERY

With that in mind, the recent allegations made relative to excesses
or conditions of sale relative to possible attempts at bribery and the
like, T wonder what effect do you think this will have on us in the
future so far as our ability to sell, or the security arrangements we
might have with some of these nations that are involved?
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Mr. Greenwarp. If you are talking about the kind of issue that has
arisen in connection with what is caFe(l unusual or questionable pay-
ments, we have made it clear that we consider this is not either neces-
sary or a desirable way to conduct business.

X you know, the President has established an interdepartmental
conumtteo under Secretary Richardson to look into that. In addition,
T think there have been some——

Mr. Worrr. Will it have any effect on future licensing ?

Mr. GreENwarLp, Export control licensing ¢

Mr. Worrr. Yes.

Mr. GREENwaLb. As far as 1 know our eriteria will continue to relate
tonational security and won’t necessarily be affected by this,

The kind of measures we are taking to deal with the corruption and
bribery issues. We have proposed an international agreement to take
care of that,

Mr. Worrr. Doesn’t it affect our national security when we have
people who are conditioned by these charges, prior to their purchase,
changing their purchase over to someone else

Mr. Greenwarn, We are certainly concerned to insure that the effect
of these disclosures, these stories, do not have an adverse impact on
American ability to sell and compete in world markets. This is one of
the reasons why we believe that, rather than trying to go the unilateral
route of U8, legislation, it would be more desirable to seek an inter-
national agreement where the same rules with relation to corruption
or bribery or fees to agents will be covered internationally so everyone
will be working under the same ground rules and our people will not
be dlsudvantaged

Chairman Moraax, Thank you, gentlemen.

The committee stands adjourned until 10 tomorrow morning.

[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene
at 10 a.m. Wednesday. June 9, 1976.
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The committee met at 10:30 a.m. in room 2172, Rayburn House Office
Building, Hon. Thomas E. Morgan (chairman of the committee)

residing.
P Chairglan Morcan. Today the Committee on International Rela-
tions holds its second in a series of hearings on the operations of the
Export Administration Ac*. In our opening session fyesterday, we
heard testimony from the I' :partments of State and Defense. Another
agency involved in export ¢ mtrols is the Department of the Treasury.

Today we will be hearing the Honorable William E. Simon, Secre-
tary of the Treasury. ) .

retary Simon, welcome to the committee. I believe this is the

first time you have appeared before us as Secretary of the Treasury
since you assumed tge Cabinet office. So, Mr. Secretary, you may
proceed.

STATEMERT OF HON. WILLIAM E. SIMON, SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY

Secretary SiMon. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentle-
men. I am delighted to have the opportunity to present the views of
the administration on H.R. 11463.

I would also like to take this opportunity to review with you our
concern over other legislative proposals that are now pending before
the Con. . vess.

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by stating unequivocally the adminis-
tration’s opposition to the boycott. We share the concerns underlyi
H.R. 11463—the Koch bill—and other proposed legislation. V?’%
believe. however. that the approach reflected in these proposals would
be counterproductive to the resolution of the boycott problem.

In my presentation, I would like to provide you with the adminis-
tration’s reasons for believin the present U.S. legislation and regu-
lations provide a forceful and balanced approach which best serves
U.S. interests by meeting the challenge posed by the Arab boycott,
while at the same time enabling us to progress toward a Middle East
peace settlement.

(41)
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In so doing, I am aware that some neople believe our approach to the
roblem of the Arab boycott has not been forceful enough and that our

lief in the need for measured restraint has not been based on the
weight of the evidence. In this regard, we clearly have a disagreement ;
for I believe that we have taken extensive steps in the past year to
address the Arab Loycott issue and that additional legislation now
would be counterproductive to our shared desire to end the boycott.

In this regard, 1 believe it is important to understand that the policy
that underlies the Arab boycott arose out of the state of beligerency
that exists between Israel and the Arab nations. \ccording to its gov-
erning principles, the Arab boycott of Israel is not based on discrimi-
nation against U.S, firms or citizens on ethnic or religious grounds.

The primary boycott, which dates from 1946, involves the Arab
countries’ refusal to do business with Israel. It was designed to prevent
entry of certain products into Arab countries from territory now part
of Israel.

The secondary boycott introduced in 1951 operates to prevent firms
anywhere in the world from doing busiress in Arab countries or from
entering into business undertakings with Arab firms if they have espe-
cially close economic ties with Israel, or if they contribute to the Israeli
defense capability. It was designed to inhibit third parties from assist-
ing Israel’'s economic and military development. Both aspects of the
boycott are considered by the Arab League States to be legitimate acts
of economic warfare.

MAJOR STEPS TO DEAL WITH THE ARAB BOYCOTT

At the outset, I would like to review some of the major steps that
have been taken to deal both with respect to the boycott and with re-
spect to discrimination. In February 1975, President Ford issued a
clear statement that the ['nited States will not tolerate discriminatory
acts based on race, religion, or national origin.

The President followed this in 1975 with an announcement of a
series of specific measures on discrimination :

He directed the heads of all departments and agencies to forbid any
Federal agency in making selections for overseas assignments to take
into account exclusionary policies of foreign governments based on
race, religion, or national origin.

He instructed the Secretary of Labor to require Federal contractors
and subcontractors not to discriminate in hiring or assignments be-
cause of any exclusionary policies of a foreign country and to inform
the Department of State of any visa rejections based on such exclu-
sionary policies. .

He instructed the Secretary of Commerce to issue regulations under
the Export Administration Act to prohibit U8, exporters and related
organizations from answering or complying in any way with boycott
requests that would cause discrimination against U.S, citizens or firms
on the basis of race, color, religion. sex, or national origin.

Also, in January 1976, the administration submittedg legislation to
prohibit a business enterprise from using economic means to coerce
any person or entity to discriminate against any U.S. person or entity
on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, age, or national origin.
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In March 1976, the President signed into law the Equal Credit Op-
portunity Act, which amended the Consumer Credit Protection Act
making 1t unlawful for any creditor to discriminate against any appli-
cant with respect to a credit transaction on the basis of race, color, re-
ligion, national origin, sex, marital status, orage.

The Comptroller of the Currency, the Securities and Exchange
Commission, and the Federal Home n Board have all issued state-
ments to the institutions under their jurisdiction against discrimina-
tory practices.

OTHER ACTIONS ON ARAB BOYCOTT

In recent months, the administration has also taken the following
actions to make clear that it does not support boycotts of friendly
countries,

In November 1975, the President instructed the Commerce Depart-
ment to require U.S. firms to indicate whether or not they supply infor-
mation on their dealings with Israel to Arab countries.

In December 1975, the Commerce Department announced that it
would refuse to accept or circulate documents or information on trade
gpportunities obtained from materials known to contain boycott con-

1tions.

The State Department instructed all foreign service posts not to for-
ward any documents or information on trade opportunities obtained
from documents or other materials which were known to contain such
boycott provisions.

n December 1975 and January 1976, the Federal Reserve Board
issued circulars to member banks warning them against discriminatory
practices and reiterating the Board’s opposition to adherence to the
Arab boycott.

In January 1976, the Justice Department instituted the first civil
action against a major U.S. firm for violation of antitrust laws arising
out of boycott restrictions by Arab countries. The Justice Department
has a continuing investigation in this area. .

This record indicates clearly that the administration has not ignored
the problem of the Arab boycott, but has taken vigorous action to
address the issue. But equally important we have done so in a manner
that would not be injurious to our broad, fundamental interests in the
Middle East, or counterproductive to our objective of bringing about
the liberalization and ultimate termination of Arab boycott practices.

PRESSURES FOR A “CONFRONTATIONAL ATTACK” ON BOYCOTT

Despite our cfforts there has been considerable pressure on the ad-
ministration to mount a confrontational attack on the Arab boycott.
Each step we have taken has immediately been met with demands for
additional action.

We have strongly opposed such confrontation and intend to continue
to do so because we are convinced that such a course would fail to
achieve its stated objectives, The ultimate effect of such an approach
is to tell Arab nations that either they must eliminate the Arab boy-
cott entirely, irrespective of a settlement in the Middle East, or cease
doing business with American firms.
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We have seen no evidence that such a policy would result in 2limi-
nation of the boycott. In fact, we believe that the eflect of such pres-
sure would harden Arab attitudes and potentially destroy the prog-
ress we have already made.

The argument is made that the Arab world when faced with such a
choice will recognize the iinportance of continued access to U.S. goods
and services and therefore eliminate what they consider one of their
principal weapons in the political struggle against the State of Israel.
Unfortunately, this argument fails to reflect several basic facts.

The United States alone among industrial countries has a clearly
established policy and program of opposition to foreign boycotts of
friendly countries, including the boycott of Israel. Other countries
already supply a full 80 percent of the goods and services imported
by the Arab world.

There is no evidence that these nations are prepared to lose that $50
billion a year market or to jeopardize their stake in the rapidly ex-
panding cconomies of the Arab nations. Further, there is precious lit-
tle that the United States presently supplies to Arab nations that is
not available from sources in other countries and they are eager to
take our place.

The major Arab States have the funds and the will to incur any
costs such a switch might entail. They see that the United States has
frequently engaged in economic boycotts for political purposes; for
example, in Cuba, Rhodesia, North Korea, and Vietnam, ro they can-
not accept the argument that they are not entitled to do the same.

BOYCOTT ! ROOTS IN ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT

Mr. Chairman, I believe that we must face an essential and widely
recognized fact. The Arab boycott has its roots in the broad Israel-
Arab conflict and will best be resolved by dealing with the underlying
conditions of that conflict.

For these and other reasons which T will mention, it is the position
of the administration that no additional legislation is necessary or
desirable at this time and that, in fact, new legislation would be detri-
mental to the totality of .S, interests both here and in the Middle
East.

Present T.S. policy and antiboycott measures already are quite ef-
fective, Further, a number of Arab governments are now negotiating
or considering contracts with TN, firms, notwithstandine the public
commitment of these firms to maintain investment, licensing, or other
special economic relationships with Israel.

Other U.S. firms are making some progress in working boycott
clauses out of the various stages of their transactions; for example,
contracts, letters of credit, and shipping instructions.

Although the pattern is not uniform as to company, transaction, or
country this reflects a gradual easing of enforcement practices over
the past 6 months.

A number of firms do business with both Israel and the Arab coun-
tries. Recently. a prominent U.S. business leader informed me that he
had successfully concluded a commercial contract with an Arab coun-
try even though he maintains extensive ties with Israel.
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The Arab countries, in fact, are considering the adoption of a stand-
ard policy of exemption from the boycott list any firms which make as
significant a contribution to them as to israel.

ADJOURNMENT FOR FLOOR VOTE

Chairman Morean, Mr, Secretary, we are going to suspend for
minuteg while the Members answer this rolleall. We will be right back.

Secretary Simox. All right, Mr. Chair man.

[A brief recess was taken.]

Chairman Morean. The comimittee will resume,

Mr. Secretary, we apologize. It seems this is the silly season over on
the floor today. We had two rollcalls. One was a rollcall to go into a
Committee of the Whole, Evidently, one Member of Congressis against
revenue sharing and he is trying to draw consideration out a little bit.

So we are somewhat delayed. You may proceed.

NATIONAL PRACTICE ON BOYCOTT

Secretary Simon. Thank you, sir. I will just kind of summarize the
balance of my statement, Mr. Chairman, because you know I do have
to get to another meeting at which I was supposed to be already, and
leave Gerry Parsky behind.

Let me quickly go through the balance of my statement.

New legislation at this time could alter these favorable developments
regarding enforcement practices. As you know, boycott rules are not
uniformly enforced throughout the Arab world. Each country has
the right to maintain its own national boycott legislation and has
exercised this right.

Some couiitries have chosen not te follow stringent Loycott prac-
tices. Other countries are continuously reviewing their policies to in-
sure that any actions they take with respect to the boycott do not co::-
flict with their own nationa! interests.

I am concerned that new legislation could raise the issue to a
higher political and emotional plane and thereby become a major
negative factor as these countries address the advantages and d]is-
advantages of applying a boycott as they review individual trade and
investment proposals by U.S. firms.

Finally, legislation as evidenced by the several bills now pending,
tends to involve an all or nothing approach, and fails to take into
account the fact that a broad range of measures to deal with specifie
aspects of the boycott have already been adopted in the past year
and a haif.

On the next several pages, Mr. Chairman, I comment on the specific
legislative proposals that are before you.

Mr. Chairman, we are determined to solve this diffirult and complex
problem. Any approach inherently involves a certain degree of sub-
jeetive judgment, We believe that peace in the Middle East is the only
ultimate answer. In the administration’s view, heavyhanded measures

which could result in direct confrontation with the Arab world will
not work.
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THE ADMINISTRATION'S APPROACH TO BOYCOTT

A far more constructive approach, we believe, is to work through
our growing economic and political relations with Israel and the broad
range of contacts which the executive branch and the regulatory agen-
cies maintain with the U.S. business community to achieve progress on
the noycott issue.

As administration witnesses have indicated in testimony during the
past year, all of the agencies concerned with the boycott and discrimi-
nation issues have kept these important questions under continuing
review and are prepared to take whatever stepsthey consider necessary
to deal with those problems.

Many of the adminictration’s actions have dealt with discrimination
which, as the President said in a statement early last year, is totally
contrary to the American tradition and repugnant to American prin-
ci})les. We have wanted to leave no misunderstanding here and ab.oad
of our deterraination to eliminate discrimination on racial, religious,
and other grounds.

At the same time, we have taken a number of steps as I have outlined
to lessen the impact of boycott practices on American firms. In our con-
tacts with the U.S. business community, we have also found that a
number of firms are working on their own to eliminate boycott con-
ditions from their commercial transactions or have announced that
they will not comply with boycott requirements.

We consider these to be healthy signs from our business community,
and in my view we should encourage this kind of movement rather
than rush into coercive legislation that would be disruptive and dam-
aging to the business community, cause widespread uncertainty in our
commercial relations with the Middle East, and have the other advers.
effects T have described.

In addition to these developments, our approaches to the Arab
governments have brought a greater awareness of the economic cost
to them of the boycott and a better understanding of the obstacle it
imposes in the path of better relations with the United States.

CONVERSATIONS WITH ARAB LEADERS

T and my colleagues have had & number of conversations with the
leaders of Arab governments inclnding Sandi Arabia, Kuwait. Egvpt.
and Syria to make very clear to them our opposition to the boycott and
all discriminatory practices.

We have also emphasized that the boycott is a significant impediment
to greater UN.S. private sector participation in the cconomic develop-
ment of these countries. From my own conversations and reports that
have come to my attention, I believe that Arab governments are be-
ginning to recognize that this issue is prejudicial to their own eco-
nomic interests, :

The meeting of the UTnited States-Saudi Arabia Joint Committee on
Economic Cooperation last February provided an oceasion for further
discussion of these issues. T was able to make representations at the
highest levels o7 the Saudi Arabian Government on the question of
discrimination against Americans on racial, religious, and other
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grounds, and the joint communique issued on February 29 contains a
ublic affirmation by the Saudi Arabian Government disavowing such
iscriminstion.

In fact, many Arab leaders have stated to us that it is against
Islamic tenets to engage in such discrimination.

At the same time, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make clear that our
opposition to legislation or other confrontation in dealing with the
boycott problem in no way suggests a dimunition of our concern for
Israel’s welfare and our desire to help overcome obstacles to more
rapid economic development and prosperity in that country.

We remain committed to a free and independent State of Israel. As
you know, we have been, and will continue to be, generous in our aid
to Israel. In addition, we have taken significant steps to assist Israel’s
economy in other ways.

THE UNITED STATES-ISRAEL EIOINT COMMITTEE FOR
INVESTMENT AND TRADE

As cochairman of the United States-Israel Joint Committee for
Investment and Trade, I have met on numerous occasions with Israel’s
economic leadership and have worked out practical means to meet
Israeli needs and to cooperate on a wide range of economic and com-
mercial matters.

The Joint Committee has also been instrumental in helping organize
the Israeli-United States Business Council which is now holding its
inaugural joint session in Israel. We look to the Council to help de-
velop closer relations between the two business communities and to
make practical contributions to expansion of direct trade and invest-
ment ties.

The activities of the Joint Committee and the Business Council are
constructive efforts in our continued support of Israel and are part of
our broader bilateral economic program to help deal with all of the
economic problems of the Middle East.

CONCLUSION OF SECRETARY SIMON'S STATEMENT

In conclusion. Mr. Chairman, I would note that we have had talks
with Arab and Israeli leaders and with leaders of the American
Jewish Community on boycott issues and on ways to eliminate racial,
religious, and other discrimination, We have made the point that our
basic goal must be to encourage progress toward peace.

It is our considered judgment that confroniational policies will not
work to remove the boveott and conld not undermine the delicate search
for peace in that troubled region of the world.

The administration sought and continues to seek effective ways to
eliminate this divisive policv and simultaneously achieve a just and
lasting peace in the Middle East.

T can assure the committee that we will continue these efforts as well
as our strong policy combatting any form of racial. religions, and
other discrimination against and among Americans. The Congress
and the administration share the goals of a just Middle East peace
and an end to boycotts and discriminatory practices.
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I hope we can agree that the legislative proposals now before the
Congress are not the best measures to achieve these goals,
[ﬁ: prepared statement of Hon. William E. Simon follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT o HON, WiLL1aM E. S1MON, SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY

Mr, Chairman, I am pleased to have the opportunity to present the views of
the Administration on H.R. 11463, proposed amendment to the Export Adminis-
tration Act that deals with foreign boycotts of countries friendly to the United
States, specifically the Arab boycott of Israel. I would also like to take this op-
portunity to review with you our concerns over other legislative proposals now
pending before the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, let mc begin by stating unequivocally the Administration’s op-
position to the boycott. We share the concerns underlying H.R. 11463 (the Koch
Bill) and other proposed legislation. We believe, however, that the approach
reflected in these proposals would be counterproductive to the resolution of the
boycott problem. In my presentation, I would like to provide you with the Admin-
istration’s reasons for believing that present U.S. legislation and regulations pro-
vide a forceful and balanced approach which best serves U.S. interests by meet-
ing the challenge posed by the Arab boycott, while at the same time enabling us
to progress toward a Middle East peace settlement.

In so doing. I am aware that some people believe our approach to the problem
of the Arab boycott has not been forceful enough and that our belief in the need
for measured restraint has not been based on the weight of evidence. In this
regard, we clearly have a disagreement; for I believe that we have taken exten-
sive steps in that past year to address the Arab boycott issue and that additional
legis<lation now would be counterproductive to our shared desire to end the
boycott.

In this regard, I belleve it is important to understand that the policy that
underlies the Arab boycott arose out of the state of belligerency that exists
between Israel and the Arab nations. According to its governing prineiples, the
Arab boycott of Israel is not hased on discrimination against U.S, firms or citi-
zens on ethnice or religlous grounds. The primery boycott, which dates from 1946,
involves the Arab countries’ refusal to do business with Isra.i. It was designed
to prevent entry of certain produets into Arab countries from territory now part
of Israel. The secondary boyeott introduced in 1931, operat: - to prevent firms
anywhere in the world from doing husiness in Arab countries or from entering
into business undertakings with Arab firms if they have especially close economic
ties with Israel, or if they contribute to the Israeli defense capability. It was
desi;rned to inhibit third parties from assisting In Israel’s economie and military
development. Hoth aspects of the boycott are considered by the Arab League
States to be legitimate acts of economic warfare.

U.8, ACTION TO DEAL WITH DISCRIMINATION AND THE ARAB BGYCOTT

At the outset T would like to review some of the major steps that have been
taken to deal both with respect to the boycott and with respect to discrimination.

in February 1975, President Ford issued a clear statement that the U.S. will
not tolerate discriminatory acts based on race, religion or national origin.

The President followed this in November 1975 with an announcement of a
series of specific measures on discrimination :

—He directed the heads of all departments and agencies to forbid any
Federal agency in making selections for overseas assignments to take
into account exclusionary policies of foreign governments based on race,
religion or national origin.

—He Instructed the Secretary of Labor to require Federal contractors and
sub-contractors not to discriminate in hiring or assignments because of
any exclusionary policies of a foreign country and to inform the Depart-
ment of State of any visa rejections based on such exclusionary policies.

-—He instructed the Secretary of Commerce to issue regulations under the

“xport Administration Act to prohibit U.8, exporters and related serv-
ice organi-ations from answering or complying in any way with boycott
requests that would cause diserimination against U.S. citizens or firms
on the basis of race, color. religion, sex or national origin.
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—Also, in January 1976, the Administration submitted legislation to pro-
hibit a business enterprise from using economic means to coerce any
person or entity to discriminate against any U.S. person or entity on
the basis of race, color, religion, sex, age, or national origin.

-—1n . March 196, the President signed into law the kiqual Credit Oppor-
tunity Act which amended the Consumer Credit Protection Act making
it unlawful for any creditor to discriminate against any applicant with
respect to a creait transaction on the basis of race, color, religion,
national origin, sex, marital status or age.

—Ihe Comptroller of the Currency, the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission and the Federal Home Loan Board have all issued statements
to the instituifons under their jurisdiction against discriminatory
practices,

In recent mou..s, the Administration has also taken the following actions to
make clear that it does not support boycotts of friendly countries:

1. In November 1975, the President instructed the Commerce Depart-
ment to require U.S, firms to indicate whether or not they supply information
on 1heir dealings with israel to Arab countries.

2, In December 1975, the Commerce Department announced that it would
refuse to accept or circulate documents or information on trade opportunities
obtained from materials known to contain boycott conditions.

8. The State Department instructed all Foreign Service posts not to for-
ward any documents or information on trade opportunities obtained from
documents or other materials which were known to contain such boycott
provisions.

4. In December 1975 and January 1976, the Federal Reserve Board issued
circulars to inember banks warning them against discriminatory practices
and reiterating the Board's opposition to adherence to the Arab boycott.

5. In January 1976, the Justice Department instituted the first civil action
against a major U.S. firm for violation of anti-trust laws arising out of boy-
cott restrictions by Arab countries. The Justice Degrtment has a continuing
investigation in this area.

This record indicates clearly that the Administration”has not ignored the prob-
lem of the Arab boycott, but has taken vigorous action to address the issue, But
equally important we have done 80 in a manner that would not be injurious to
our broad, fundamental interests in the Middle East, or counterproductive to our
objective of bringing about the liberalization and ultimate termination of Arab
hoy cott practices.

Despite our efforts there has been considerable pressure on the Administration
to mount a confrontutional attack on the Arab hoycott. Each step we have taken
has immediately been met with demands for additional action.

We have strongly opposed such confrontation and intend to continue to do so
because we are convinced that such a course would fail to achieve its stated
objectives. The ultimate effect of such an approach is to tell Arab nations that
either they must eliminate the Arab boycott entirely, irrespective of a settle-
ment in the Middle East, u* cease doing business with American firms. We have
seen no evidence that such a policy would result in elimination of the boycott.
In fact we believe that the effect of such pressure would harden Arab attitudes
and potentfally destroy the progress we have already made.

The argument is made that the Arab world when faced with such a choice
will recognize the importance of continued acvess to U.S. goods and services
and therefore eliminate what they consider one of their principal weapons in
the political struggle against the State of Israel. Unfortunately, this argument
fails to retlect several basic facts.

The U.8. alone among industrial countries has a clearly established policy
and program of opposition to foreign boycotts of friendly countries, including
the boycott of Israel. Other countries already supply a full 80 percent of the
goods and services imported by the Arab world. There is no evidence that these
nations are prepared to lose that $50 billion a year market or to jeopardize their
stake in the rapidly expanding economies of the Arab nations. Further, there
8 precious little that the U.S. presently supplies to Arab nations that is not
available from sources in other countries and they are eager to take our place.
The major Arab states have the funds and the will to incur any costs such a
switch might entail. They see that the U.S. has frequently engaged in economic
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boycotts for political purposes, for example in Cuba, Rhodesia, North Korea and
Viet Nam, so they cannot accept the argument that they are not entitled to do
the same.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that we must face an essential and widely recognized
fact. The Arab boycott has its roots in the broad Israel-Arab ccnflict and will
best be resolved by dealing with the underlying conditions of that conflict.

PROBLEMS WITH A LEGISLATIVE APPROACH

For these and other reasons which I will mention, it is the position of the
Administration that no additional legislation is necessary or desirable at this
time and that in fact new legislation would be detrimental to the totality of
U.S. interests both here and in the Middle East.

Present U.S. policy and anti-boycott measures already are quite effective.
Further, a number of Arab governments are now negotiating or considering con-
tracts with U.S. firms, notwithstanding the public commitment of these firms
to maintain investment, licensing or other special economic relationships with
Israel. Other U.S, firms are making some progress in working boycott clauses
out of the varjous stages of their transactions, for example, contracts, letters
of credit and shipping instructions. Although the pattern is not uniform as to
company, transaction or country, this reflects a gradual easing of enforcement
practices over the past six months. '

A number of firmus do bu~iness with both Israel and the Arab countries. Re-
cently, a prominent U.S. business leader informed me that he had successfully
concluded a commercial contract with an Arab country even though he main-
tains extensive ties with Israel. The Arab countries, in fact, are considering the
adoption of a standard policy of exempting from the boycott list any firms
which make as significant a contribution to them as to Israel.

New legislatinn at this time could alter these favorable developments regard-
ing enforcement practices. As you know boycott rules are not uniformly en-
forced throughout the Arab world. Each country has the right to maintain its
own national boycott &lslatlon and has exercised this right. Some countries
have chosen not to foflow stringent boycott practices. Other countries are
continuously reviewing their policies to ensure that any actions they take with
respect to the boycott do not confliet with their own national interests. I am
concerned that new legislation could raise the {ssue to a higher political and
emotional plane and thereby become a major negative factor as these countries
assess the advantages and disadvantages ~ cpplying a boycott as they review
individual trade and investment proposals by U.8, firms.

Finally, leg:slation as evidenced by the several bills now pending, tends to
involve an all or nothing approach, and fails to take into account the fart that
a4 broad range of measures to deal with specific aspects of the boycott have
already been adopted during the last year and a half.

OPPOSITION TO BPECIFIC LEGISLATION BEFORE THE CONGRESS

Mr. Chairman, I would like to turn to the specific legislation that is now
before the Congress. I would like to discuss first the anti-boycott amendments
contained in the Koch bill (H.R. 11463).

The provisions of these bills would: (1) mandate disclosure of required
reports by U.S, firms to the Commerce Department of their responses to boycott-
related requests; (2) prohibit U.S. firms from furnishing, pursuant to a boycott
request, any information regarding the race, religion, sex or national origin of
their or other firms' directors, officers, employees or shrreholders; and (3) pro-
hibit a refusal by a U.S. firm to deal with other U.S, firms pursuant to foreign
boycott requirements or requests.

The Administration is concerned about each of these provisions.

V7ith respect to disclosure of reports of U.S. firms, by publicizing information
about their compliance with boycott requests, the disclosure provision will also
make available information concerning non-compliance. This disclosure wounld
glve boycott officials an enforcement tool and make it more difficult for Arab
business partners to tolerate de facto, non-compliance by U.S. businesses.

In addition, although a firm might disclose that it has indicated to Arab
governments, for example, that it does not ship on Israeli vessels, or have other
specified business dealings with Israel, such a disclosure would not and could
not provide evidence as to whether this was the result of Arab pressures or
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an autonomous, voluntary business decision. Firms wishing to avold the risk of
adverse domestic reaction to their disclosure might then decide it necessary to
cease doing business in the Arab world, even though they would continue to have
no business dealings with Israel.

With respect to the provision of these bills barring the furnishing of informa-
tion on race, religion, sex or national origin, sought for boycott purposes, we
believe that adequate and effective measures bave been taken by the President
and the respective agencies which make such a provision unnecessary.

With respect to the prohibition of refusal to deal among U.S. firms pursuant to
foreign boycott requirements or requeats, U.S. anti-trust laws already prohibit
agreemets or conspiracies to engage in anti-competitive, boycott activities and
the Justice Department has one suit pending in this area. It is not clear whether
the refusal to deal provision in H.R. 11463 is intended to go beyond existing anti-
trust laws. If the bill is intended to cover cases where a firm unilaterally—with-
out any agreement—chose not to do business with another firm, it could in our
view place the government and the courts in a very difficult situation of assessing
the motives behind the choice of one’s bueiness associates or his other business
decisions.

Even if the provisions could be altered to make them enforceable, other serious
problems would remain. U.S. firms might well be able to meet the new legal
requirements by sales and shipments via parties in third countries and thus
avoid, for example, having to refuse use of ships or insurance companies which
are on boycott lists. The provisions could also have the unintended and undesir-
able effect of encouraging some firms to make general use of non-boycotted sup-
pliers in their worldwide trade. The reason for this would be a fear that if they
used boycotted irms except for nrojects in boycotting countrivs, it might be con-
sidered prima facie evidence of refusal to deal. Finally, responsible enforcement
would require extensive stafing and funding resources going well beyond the
requirements for enforcement of existing Export Administration Act provisions
directly related to national security interests,

OTHER iLEGISLATIVE PROPOSBALE

While the Stevenson-Williams and Koch Bills do not prohibit the provision
of information to Arab governments by U.S8. firms on their business dealings with
Israel, H.R. 4967, the Bingham Bill, does impose this requirement, The Admin-
istration continues to oppose this bill both because it is inequitable and could
well be self-defeaiing. We do not believe that Arab governments will abandon
their policy of not dealing with firms which may be assisting Israel in a sig-
nificant economic and/or military way sinply because of & requirement that
prohibits such firms from indicating either the existence or the extent of their
relationship with Israel. There are a variety of other sources which Arab govern-
ments could use to attempt to develop such information. Many of these sources
would probably be unreliable and could thus erroneously place U.8. firms on the
Arab boycott list. Moreover, ever firms which for reasons that have nothing to
do with the boycott, have no business or commercial connections with Israel
would be prohibited from acknowledging this fact.

Former Under Secretary of Commerce, James Baker, outlined in great detail
the Administration’s opposition to this bill before your Subcominittee on Inter-
national Trade and Commerce on December 11, 1975, and I want to reiterate the
Administratirn’'s continued opposition to this bill.

Mr. Chairman, we must proceed In this entire area with great caution not
only because existing legislative proposals place us in a confrontational stance
with the Arab nations but also because in at least some instances, they could
seriously distort major economic forces in this country and around the world.
Proposals such as the Ribicoff bill (8. 313R) would go so far as to alter a number
of major tax provisions, Tkis bfll would restrict use of the foreign tax credit,
the DISC provisions and the earned income exclusion of the Internal Revenue
Cod2 and iax on a current basis the earnings of foreign subsidiaries of taxpayers
wha participate in the Arab boycott. S8uch changes in our tax laws would sig-
nificantly impact U.8. companies, employees and investors alike, while imposing
new and onerous burdens on the Revenue Service that would impair its capacity

to fulfill its basic function as a collector of tax revenne by creating an adminis-
trative nightmare.
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Complicated and delicate questions of foreign policy are not susceptible to rigid
solutlons which are prescribed through the Internal Revenue Code. Such actions
are contrary to the resolution of the boycott problem, contrary to the efficient
administration of the fair laws and contrary to sound principles of tax policy.
For these reasons Assistant Secretary Walker of the Treasury Departmelt in a
letter to Chairman Long of the Senate Finance Committee expanded st some
length on the serious problems we have with this type of legislative approach. I
would like to include a copy of that letter for the record.

CONBTRUCTIVE APPROACH TO THE BOYCOTT QUESTION

Mr. Chairman, we are determined to solve this difficult and complex problem,
Any approach inherently involves a certain degree of subjective judgment, We
belleve that peace in the Middle East is the only ultimate answer. In the
Administration’s view, heavy-handed measures which could result ‘in direct
confrontation with the Arab world will not work. A far more constructive ap-
proach, we believe, Is to work through our growing economic and political rela-
tions with the Arab states as well as our close relations with Israel and the
broad range of contacts which the Executive Branch and the regulatory agencies
maintain with the U.S. business community to achieve progress on the boycott
issue.

As Administration witnesses have indicated in testimony during the past year,
all of the agencies concerned with the boycott and discrimination issues have kept
these important questions under continuing review and are prepared to take
whatever steps they consider necessary to deal with those problems.

Many of the Administration’s actions have dealt with discrimination which,
as the President sald in a statement early last year, is totally contrary to the
American tradition and repugnant to American principles. We have wanted to
leave no nisunderstanding here and abroad of our determination to eliminate
discrimination on racial, religlous and other grounds. At the same time, we have
taken a number of steps as I have outlined to lessen the impact of boycott prac-
tices on American firms. In our contacts with the U.S. business comnmmty,“we
have also found that a number of firms are working on their own to eliminate
boycott conditions from their commercial transactions or have announced that
they will not comply with boycott requirements.

We consider these to be healthy =igns from our business community, and in my
view we should encourage this kind of movement rather than rush into coercive
legislation that would be disruptive and damaging to the business community,
cause widespread uncertainty in our commercial relations with the Middle East,
and have the other adverse effects I have described.

In addition to these developments, our approaches to the Arab governments
have brought a greater awareness of the economic cost to them of the boycott
and a better understanding of the obstacl2 it imposes in the path of better rela-
tions with the U.8.

I and my colleagues have had a number of conversations with the leaders of
Arab Governments including Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Egypt and Syria to make
very clear to them our opposition to the boycott and all discriminatory practices.
We have also emphasized that the baycott i« a significant impediment to greater
U.S8. nrivate sector participation in the economic development of these countries.
From my own conversations and reports that have come to my attention, I
belleve that Arab Governments are beginning to recognize that this issue is
prejudicial to their own economic interests.

The meeting of the U.8.-8audi Arabian Joint Commission on Economic Co-
operation last February provided an oceasion for further discussion of these
issnes. I was able to make renresentations at the highest levels of the Saudi
Arabian Government on the question of diserimination against Americans on
racial, religious and other grounds, and the Joint Communique issued on February
29 contains a public affivmation by the Saudi Arabian Governmen! disavowing
such discrimination. In fact, many Arab leaders have stated te us that it is
against Islamic tenets to engage in such diserimiration.

At the same time, Mr. Chairman, T would like to make clear that our opposition
to legislation or other confrontation in ¢ ealing with the boycott problem in no

1 See appendix 18, p. 802.
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way suggests a dimunition of our concern for Israel’s weifare and our desire to
help overcome obstacles to more rapid economic development and prosperity in
that country. We remain committed to a free and independent State of Israel.
As you kpow, we have been, and will continue to be, generous in our aid to Israel.
In addition, we have taken significant steps to assist Israel's economy in other
ways. As Co-chairman of the U.8.-Israel Joint Committee for Investment and
Trade, I have met on numerous occasions with Israel’s economic leadership and
havs worked out practical means to meet Israelf needs and to cooperate on A
wide range of economic and commercial matters.

The Joint Committee has also been instrumental in helping organize the
Israel-U.S. Business Council which is now holding its inaugural joint session in
Israel. We look to the Council to help develop closer relations between the two
business communities and to make practice contributions to expansion of direct
trade and investment ties. The activities of the Joint Committee and the Business
Council are constructive efforts in our continued support of Israel and are part
of our broader bilateral economic program to help deal with all of the economic
problems of the Middle East,

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would note that we have bhad talks with Arab
and Israeli leaders and with leaders of the American Jewish community on
boycott issues and on ways to eliminate racial, religious and other discrimination.
We have made the point that our basic goal must be to encourage progress to-
ward peace. It 18 our considered judgment that confrontational policies will not
work to remove the boycott and could undermine the delicate search for peace in
that troubled region of the world. The Administration sought and continues to
seek effective ways to eliminate this divisive policy and simultaneously achieve

a just and lasting peace in the Middle East.
I can assure the Committee that we will continue these efforts as well as our

strong policy of combating any form of racial, religious and other discrimination
against and among Americans. The Congress and the Administration share the
goals of a just Middle East peace and an end to boycotts and discriminatory prac-
tices. I hope we can agree that the legislative proposals now before the Congress
are not the best measures to achieve these goals.

Chairman Moraean. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary Simon, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SECRETARY SIMON LEAVES HEARING

Chairman Morcax. Mr. Secretary, I understand that you have to
leave early. Assistant Secretary for International Affairs, Mr. Parsky
is here and he will answer the questions for us, is that correct ?

Secretary Simox. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Moraax. Well, thank you, Mr. Secretary. We know your
other meeting is important and if you wish to leave we will proceed
with the Assistant Secretary.

Secretary Simon, Thank you very much.

ANTIBOYCOTT POLICIES

Chairman MoraaN. Mr, Secretary, what antiboycott policies should
we, the United States, adopt that woald not damage our economic
interests? Are there any that we could adopt, in your opinion?

.As you know, I have introduced at the administration’s request a
simple authorization to extend the Export Administration Act of
1969 for 3 years. If the bill is going to run the gauntlet of this com-
mittee and the House an antiboyeott amendment is likely to be adopted.

So mv question again is, are there any antiboycott policies that we
could adopt in our markup.
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STATEMENT OF HON. GERALD PARSKY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF THE TREASURY FOR INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Mr. Parsky. Well, Mr. Chairman, the thrust of our position as
expressed by Secretary Simon is that we believe that it would be
counterproductive to, in fact, enact any legislation at this time and we
urge that the Congress not move legislatively. A number of steps have
been taken and are continuing to be taken. {Ve would be delighted to
work with the Congress as we seek to adopt additional approaches,
but we do not think that a legiglative approach at this point in time
would bring about an end to the boycott and, in fact, could be counter-
productive to the kind of relationships we have tried to establish,

ANTIBOYCOTT AND BUSINESS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Chairman Morcan. The Secretary made a strong case for a simple
extension because of the fact that American business would really be
endangered if the antiboycott proposal by Congressman Koch is
adopted, or som~ of the firm policies by some of the members of this
committee who are drawing up amendments to this bill.

You feel that we would be in danger of 10sing a good deal of busi-
ness in the Middle East?

Mr. Parsky. Well, Mr. Chairman, T would like to say that it is the

osition of our administration that no amount of business of any form
18 worth sacrificing basic principles that are important and inherent
in our system.

We object to, and will take any steps necessary to eliminate, all forms
of discrimination, and T don’t think any business is worth accepting
any form of discrimination in this country.

At the same time, we want to see the boycott as a restrictive trade
practice ended. We do believe that legislation would have an adverse
effect on business that is done with the Arab countries. Different
forms of legislation would affect them differently.

But the basic reason for our conclusion is that we do not feel that
legislation would bring an end to the boycott and at the present time
it would work in other directions. The size of business that is done
with the Arab world obviously varies. The most recent figures that
we have are that U.S. exports to the Arab countries are somewhere
between $5 billion and $6 billion in 1975 and would approach the $10
billion range potentially before 1980.

Obviously, a negative impact on that trade would result in a nega-
tive impact on our balance of payments. Different pieces of legislation
would affect that level of trade differently.

OTHER COUNTRIES AND THE BOYCOTT

Chairman Morean. Mr. Secretary, what have other countries done
to deal with the boycott? Have industrial nations taken measures to
counter the boycott ?

Mr. Parsky. Well, T think that the best general statement I can
make, Mr, Chairman, is that very little has been done in other coun-
tries and one of the reasons that we feel that some of the legislative
proposals that would either prohibit the supplying of information
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or take other actions wouldn’t be very effective, is that most of the
activity would go elsewhere because other countries have not
responded.
hat doesn’t mean that the United States shouldn’t respond be-
cause other countries haven’t responded.
Again, the basic conclusion that we have reached is that we don’t
feel that it would accomplish the objective.

HARM TO U.8. FIRMS FROM BOYCOTT

Chairman Moroan. Have any U.S. firms in competing for contracts
in the Middle East been harmed by the present boycott?

Mr. Parsky. Well, there is no question that the boycott has served
as a disruptive force in normal trading relationships between Ameri-
can business and the Middle East. There is no question about that.

We believe that progress is being made on minimizing the boycott
and, in fact, a number of firms have indicated to us that doing busi-
ness with Israel has not prevented them from, in fact, doing business
with the Arab countries.

e see it as deterrent to normal relationships and as such we would
like to see it ended. We believe, however, that that end will not be
brought about until we, in fact, achieve peace in the Middle East.

Chairman MoreaN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Lagomarsino.

EXTENT OF U.8. ECONOMIC BOYCOTTS

Mr. Lacomazsino. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

The administration often stresses, and Secretary Simon did the
same this morning, that Arab States see the United States engaging
in politically motivated economic boycotts of its own—Cuba, Rho-
desia, North Vietnam, Cambodia, and so on and, therefore, the Arab
leaders cannot accept the argument that they are not entitled to do
the same, but I wonder if it really is the same?

Are the economic boycotts engaged in by the United States gen-
erally recognized by other nations as legitimate{

Mr. Parsky. Well, T think that an important distinction does exist
with respect to the boycott, per se, that the United States has prac-
ticed and the Arab boycott in that there are extensions of what I refer
to as the primary boycott.

By that, I mean that not only do the Arab countries refuse to do
business with Israel, but many don’t do business with a firm in the
United States that has a significant economic relationship or con-
tributes significantly to the military capability of Israel. go that is
the difference.

The point we are trying to make in mentioning this is that the
opposition to the hoycott, per se, which is embodied in our Export
Administration Act and which we have expressed, is received by the
Arab countries with some question because we have practiced primary
boveotts in the past,

That is the point they made to us.

Mr. Lacomarsino. Qur boycotts are primary, completely; we have
no secondary boycotts?



56

Mr. Parsky. There have been aspects of it in that firms with Amer-
ican directorates or significant American interests in other countries
have also participated. 1 am not sure that would be purely secondary,
but it is an extension.

Mr. LacomarsiNo. I understand we do deny bunkering privileges
to third country ships, so that is—-

Mr. Parsky. That is a further extension, yes, sir.

Mr. LacoyMarsino. Somewhere between primary and secondary?

Mr. Parsky. Yes.

EXTENT OF THE ARAB BOYCOTT

Mr. LacomarsiNo. But, on the other hand, the Arab boycott is
primurg, secondary, and, 1 guess, tertiary, is it not?

Mr. Parsky. The extent to which the boycott would require a U.S.
company to refuse to deal with another U.S. company that could be
classified as tertiary in nature.

In discussing this issue on our most recent trip in February to the
Middle East, the Arab countries have made it clear to us that they
do not require one firm not to do business with another firm, that the
decision on who they do business with is theirs. We do have antitrust
laws and the basis behind the suit against the Bechtel Corp. was on
antitrust grounds that a refusal to deal by one company with another
conb?)arg potentially would violate our antitrust laws.

T. LacomarsiNo. So they don’t question that.

Mr. Parsky. And the Arab countries would not question that.

Mr. Liacomarsino. Do any of the provisions of the proposed legis-
lation before us attempt in any way to combat the primary aspect of
the Arsb embargo?

Mr. Parsky. ﬁ is not my understanding that it would, Congress-
man. Most of the legislation that is before the Congress would treat
cither the question of discrimination, the question of refusal to deal,
or the question of either making public information that is supplied
or, in fact, prohibiting information from being supplied.

Mr. Lacomarsivo. rimarily aimed at the sccondary boycotts?

Mr. Parsky. Yes.

PROPOSED DISCLOSURE PROVISIONS

Mr. Lacomarsino. With respect to the disclosure provisions which

would publicize information about U.S. firms’ compliance with boy-
cott requests, wouldn’t this give the Government a needed basis for
accurately assessing the nature and extent of compliance, its economic
impact on the United States ?
_ Mr. Parsky. The Commerce Department has required that, in fact,
information on requests for compliance with the boycott be supplied
to them. One of the questions before you, however. 1s whether or not
we make public information or disclosnres of information, and again
our position, as I think was outlined in the testimony, is that it would
not alleviate the problem in any way and could exacerbate the prob-
lem. That is the reason why we are recommending against it.

In discussing this issue with the Arab countries, they have made it
clear to me that internal matters, whether it is legislation that would
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be affecting refusal to deal by one company and another, or providing
information is a matter for the United States to consider. It is not a
matter that they feel is in their jurisdiction.

They expressed the explicit right to, in fact, engage in business
activities with whomever they want, but they considered it an interral
matter,

We concluded the kind of legislation that would make public or
refuse to supply information would only confuse the problem and
make it more difticult to deal with.

DISCLOSURE AND CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

Mr. LacomarsiNno. What abont the argument that disclosure is
essential to the conduct of an effective congressional oversight ¢

Mr. Parsky. Well, I believe that the Treasury Department, the
Commerce Department, the entire administration has been more than
willing to meet with the Congress and review with the Congress all
the steps that we have been taking and supply the Congress with any
information that is needed.

I know the Commerce Department has an ongoing communication
with the Congress on this matter and I can say categorically we would
be willing to work with the Congress in any way we can to make sure
that you are adequately informed and that you, in fact, know exactly
what steps are being taken.

Mr. LacoMarsino. Why does the administration oppose the brovi-
sion that would bar furnishing information on color, religion, and
national origin if, in fact, the administration opposed that?

Mr. Parsky. Again as outlined in the statement, we have tried to
look at the potential for legislation in terms of either whether it is
going to assist in our objective, whether it is needed or whether or
not it would be detrimental. With respect to the provision that you
have indicated our conclusion has been that with respect to that
information, it is not necessary at this point, that we have adequate
legislation to deal with the question of discrimination, and that, in
fact. this legislation isn’t necessary at this point.

Mr. LacomarsiNo. Thank you.

Chairman Moraan. Mr. Zablocki.

ROLE OF THE TREASURY DEPARTMENT

Mr. ZasrLockr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, as I understand, the underlying issue in the presenta-
tion by the Secretary was that the administration has already taken
actions on the issue of boycotts of friendly countries; that much of
the legislation proposed is already a policy of the administration.

Is my interpretation correct, short of actual confrontations?

Mr. Parsky. Yes, sir, that 1s correct. ‘

Mr, ZasLockl. As the chairman has stated, he introduced a bill
simply to authorize the extension of the Export Administration Act
of 1963 and, as indicated, there will be obviously amendments hoping
to improve the administration of the Export Control Act.

I fully realize that Treasury plays a minor role in export. conirol,
but nevertheless, the Treasury 1s a member of the Export Board of the

74-772 0 - 76 - 5
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East-West Trade Review Board and sits in on the Export Board. Is
that correct?

Mr. Parsky. Yes, sir, Mr. Simon is the Chairman of the East-West
Foreign Trade Board and is invited to attend meetings of the Export
Administration Board.

Mr. ZaBrockr My question is whether Treasury, and Mr. Simon
as Chairman of the Review Board, may have some recommendations
which might be included in the new authorization act.

Mo you have any suggestions?

Mr. Pamrsxy. I don’t have anything as part of our remarks this
morning.

Mr. %ABLOCKL Can we expect something will be forwarded to the
committee for consideration ¢

Mr. Parsky. Certainly. We will be glad to supply you any addi-
tional comments that we felt would be applicable from the Treasury
standpoint.!

Mr. Zasrockr. We would welcome them.

. Chairman Morean. Mr. Hamilton.

CURRENT EFFECT OF THE BOYCOTT

Mr. HamicToN. Mr. Secretary, what is the effect of the boycott
today ¢

bh{ Parsky. Well, the principal effect of the boycott, I believe is,
No. 1, not to have Arab countries dealing with Israel and contribut-
ing to thz economic development of Israel and, No. 2, to have certain
business enterprises also not deal with Israel, so as to result or poten-
tially result in a negative economic impact on the State of Israel.

Mr. Hamiwron. Now, what is your assessment of that negative
impact § How great has it been{

{r. Parsky. That is very difficult to assess, Congressman. It is
clear that a number of firms in the United States are not doing busi-
ness with Israel. It is not clear to me how much of that is not being
done out of a business decision not to do business. Many firms don’t
do business in the Middle East because of uncertainties. That is, it is
difficult to assess how much is due to that or due to the boycott.

Mr. Hamiuron. What about the level of American goods and serv-
ices ﬁoing into Israel, say, in the last 5 years or soc? Can you read
anything in those statistics to suggest that the boycott is really having
a crunch on Israel ¢

Mr. Parsky. Congressman. I don’t have the exact figures and I
would be glad to supply them for the record. My recollection is, how-
ever, that those figures won’t provide an adequate base for determining
whether or not it was effective or not.

It certainly has not affected governmental support from the United
States. The question is whether it has affected the support from our
business community, and I will have to supply that. I don’t believe it
would be indicative of any negative impact.

“CONFRONTATIONAL” ANTIBOYCOTT PROPOSALS

Mr. Hamiuron. In response to some other questions, you have said
that tougher antiboycott legislation would have an adverse effect, and

1 8ee appendix 15, p. 704,
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I think the Secretary mentioned that too. The word “confrontational”
is used a number of times in the Secretary’s statement.

We heard this same theme yesterday also from the witnesses. But
precisely what would be those adverse effects and why is it
confrontational ¢

Mr. Parsky. Well, I think to understand that you have to under-
stand how the Arab countries view the boycott. The Arab countries
adopted the boycott as part of the Arab-Israeli conflict; as a political
device used in the pasr by countries that have been in a state
of hostility.

There had been a growing concern as to what the attitude of the
United States was toward the Arab countries.

I think that we have mnade considerable progress in the last 2 years,
especially in the time that I have been dealing with the Middle East,
in bringing about a recognition that we are seeking peace and we are
seeking peace in as evenhanded a wa; as possible.

Since the boycott is viewed by tne Arab countries as a natural out-
growth of the hostility, a reaction or a confrontational legislative
approach by the United States would also be treated as part of this
political context.

Mr. HamiLtoN. You mentioned a moment ago that the level of our
exports to the Middle East is up to $5 or $6 billion annually and you
projected it to go up to as high as $10 billion, I think, by 1980.

Would tougher antiboycott legislation jeopardize growth of those
figurex? Would it jeopardize even the $5 or $6 billion export level?

Ir. Parsky. I certainly think it would potentially place that in
jeopardy. The reason I didn’t mention that at first, as %'t ink I said in
response to the chairman, is that the major thrust of our concern is not
with the business, but whether or not we are going to be able to bring
about a resolution of the conflict in the Middle East and a resolution
of the boycott.

But ciearly there would be a potential negative economic impact
on this growing business in the Migdle East.

IMPACT ON SAUDI ARABIA

Mr. Hamirron. Would the principal impact fall on Saudi Arabia?
Is that the country we are really most concerned about here ¢

Mr. Parsky. Well, I haven’t singled out any one particular country.
I know that Saudi Arabia has been und continues to be friendly to the
United States, strongly pro-American, and has been an important
moderating force in the Middle East, but I think our trading relation-
ships with all of the Arab countries have increased significantly.

g)audi Arabia obviously has the largest potential because they have
the largest development program underway.

THE BINGHAM AMENDMENT

Mr. Hamiuton. One amendment that is proposed, I think, by my
colleague, Congressman Bingham, would be to make it unlawful for
a U.S. company to comply with a boycott request. I assume that you
oppose that kind of an amendment. Would you comment as to why you

oppose that specific kind of amendment and what you think its im-
pact might be?
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Mr. Parsgy. Well, we are opposed to that, Congressman, and I think
the assumption behind such a provision is that it will put an end to the
application of secondary body;cotts to U.S. concerns.

e are convinced that this would not be the case, that the boycott
is, as I mentioned, imposed worldwide. No other country that I am
aware of has legislated against it, and since the Arab countries con-
sider it to be a legitimate act of economic warfare they would not
eliminate it in response to a refusal on the part of American firms.

The result would be either to try to seek information about these
firms through other sources or, in fact, turn the business to other
countries.

Mr. Hamivron. One other question, if I may, Mr. Chairman.

Are there currently any other boycott situations in the world that
would be affected by strong antiboycott language? For example,
would it have any impact on United States-South African economic
relations, or, as we look at this, are we thinking its impact is only
going to fall in the Middle East ¢

Mr. Parsky. Well, I think that the predominant if not total thrust
would be on the Middle East.

Mr. Hamruron. Thank you very much.

Chairman MoreaN. Mr. Winn,

THE LAW. BUSINESS. AND ANTIBOYCOTT

Mr. Winw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, with respect to the refusal to deal provisions, is it not
the Government’s business to assess the motivations behind business
choices if they are dictated by racial or religious interference?

Mr. Parsky. We have laws, Congressman, that are aimed at prevent-
ing any form of discrimination based on race, religion, sex, or national
origin, and I think Secretary Simon indicated we would strongly sup-
port the enforcement of those laws.

Mr. Winn. Does not some of the proposed legislation clearly leave
the enforcement in the hands of the Executive rather than create a
private right of action in the sensitive area ¢

Mr. Parsky. Well, as I indicated, the grounds for our opposition to
the various pieces of legislation in this area vary, In some instances,
it is because we feel the particular legislation would be counterpro-
ductive. In other instances we feel there is adequate legislation in ex-
istence. In other instances it is because we feel that the legislation
would be disruptive.

With respect to the laws that would be proposed to combat religious
or other forms of discrimination, we beﬁeve that there is adequate
protection in the 'aw already.

Mr. Win~. You w.n't make any additional suggestions other than
what isin the law{

Mr. Parsky. Well, Congressman, at this point we believe that the
law is adequate.

Mr. WinN. Adequate? Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Morean. Mr. Wolfl.
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ENFORCEMENT OF EXISTING LAWS

Mr. Worrr. Thank you, “r. Chairman.

I would like to continue with the colloquy that has just taken place.
You say that we have existing laws that cover the question of dis-
crimination, Tell me,why aren’t those laws being enforced ?

Mr. Parsky. Well, it was my understanding, Congressman, that
they are being enforced. If they are not, we ought to take steps to
make sure they are.

Mr. Worrr. You have jurisdiction over banks, in addition to the
Comptroller of the Currency. You have jurisdiction over interna-
tional trade. There are several avenues for enforcement by the
Treasury Department.

Mr. Parsxy. Well, we don’t have jurisdiction from an enforcement
standpoint.

Mr. Wourr. Have you then turned over any of these other than the
one case mentioned to the Department of Justice ?

Mr. Parsky. Congressman, the Treasury Department does not have
enforcement responsibility. Any instances that have been brought to
our attention of any form of religious discrimination we would turn
over.

hMI; Worrr. Are you saying you don’t know about any instances
then

Mr. Parsky. We don’t have responsibility for that. To the cxtent
that any are brought to our attention, we do turn them over.

Mr. Worrr. Don't you have the list that exists today of the Arab
bovcott list ¢

Mr, Parsky. Yes, sir, but T thought we were talking about religious
discrimination.

Mr. Worrr. There is a question of religious discrimination. country
of origin, racial diserimination, and the like, within the proseription
of the Arab boycott.

Mr. Parsky, Well, T tried to and I think Secretary Simon tried to
indicate that there has been some merging of two issues. We have
tried to separate the two. the boycott practices and policy articulated
by the Arab countries, and as they have indicated they have sought
to enforce it free from discrimination based on race, origin or other
grounds. We have separated the two issues not because we feel that
we want to support one or reject the other. but basically because we
feel there are two avenues to seeking an elimination of each.

ARAB STATES EMBARGO ON UNITED STATES

Mr. Worrr. Let’s get to another point. There always exists the
auestion of reinstatement of the embargo, by the Arab States upon
the United States.

Have you discussed this at all? Ilave you any contingency plans in
the event that is reinstated ?

Mr. Parsky. We have discussed the question of the embargo. Both
Seeretary Simon and T were very actively involved during the time
of the last embargo. We have had absolutely no indication whatsoever
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that any of the Arab countries are contemplating or have any desire
to impose such an embargo.

Mr. Worrr. Didn’t Shiek Yamani say something about the fact that
oil is a weapon, an economic weapon in warfare? He said that about, I
believe, 6 to 9 months ago.

Mr. Parsky. Well, as [ wus going to say, the imposition of the em-
bargo was treated, is treated by the Arab countries as a political deci-
sion. There is no question about that. It was imposed because of the
developments that were taking place in the Middle East, not because
of a desire to be disruptive to the economies of the world, but because
of the political developments there.

And I certainly would not rule out the possibility of political events
triggering it again. I don’t mean to suggest the contrary. In fact, I
think the fact that the United States has increased its energy or oil
reliance on the Arab countries is a bad sign for us and, in fact, we
should be getting on with the business of developing alternative
sources. But T have had no indication whatsoever in any of my recent
discussions with Yamani or any of the other leaders in the Arab world
that they are contemplating any imposition of the embargo.

With respect to the other question that you asked, as far as con-
tingency plans, we have taken steps both internationally and do-
mestically to attempt to bring us to a better position to address
the situation of the embargo. Internationa'ly we have signed an
emergency sharing agreement with other major consuming countries
that call on the sharing of supplies in the event of an emergency such
as embargo. Domestically, obviously our .s73 experience, which I
don't look at with any great pleasure, since I was a part of it, does
give us a better understanding of how to cope with the embargo.

But the critical question, Congressman, is that we still have not
taken the necessary steps in order to bring us to a position of being
invulnerable to a cut-off in supply.

Chairman Morcax. Time has expired.

Mr. Bingham.

SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS IN SECRETARY SIMON'S BTATEMENT

Mr. Bineuaym. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. )
Mr. Secretary, first I would just like to point to two statements in

Secretary Simon’s testimony which I think require some modifica-
tion.

On page 4 he says:

The ultimate effect of such an approach is to tell Arab nations that either they
must eliminate the Arab boycott entirely, irrespective of settlement in the
Middle East, or cease doing business with American firms.

My quarrel with the statement is that the effort to prohibit Ameri-
can firms from cooperating with the boycott is not directed at the
primary boycott of Israel, and to that extent the statement is over-
simplified. as I think you would a~ree.

Mr. Parsky. Well, the statement, Congressman, was not just meant
to refer to actions that are being contemplated with respect to either
the secondary boycott or supplying of information. but it makes ref-
erence to that fact that there are a number of people that would want
to confront the entire boycott per se.
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THE ARAB BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL

That is what the statement was meant to refer to.

Mr. Binenam. Nobody that I know of in the Congress is trying at
this point to take legislative action which would in any way affect the
Arab primary boycott of Israel, that is, the Arab refusal to do busi-
ness directly with Israel or with Israeli firms.

Mr. Parsky. Perhaps we should have made it clear that we were not
just referring to the Congress at this point. It wasn’t meant to do that.

Mr. Binenam. Well our quarrel is with the secondary boycott.

Mr. Parsky. I understard that.

Mr. BiNenaym. And the tertiary boycott and not at this point with
the primary boycott.

Mr. PXrsky. I understand.

Mr. Binanam. My second point is related to the matter raised by
Mr. Lagomarsino. On page 5, the Secretary said:

The Arabs see that the United States has frequently engaged in economic
boycotts for political purposes, for example, :n Cuba, Rhodesia, North Korea,
Viet Nam, et cetera, 8o they cannot accept the argument they are not entitled
to do the same.

Again, with slight exceptions those boycotts have been primary
boycotts and not secondary boycotts, right ¢

» Parsky, Yes; that is correct.

THE U.8. LAW AND BOYCOTTS

Mr. Binanaym. Let me ask you, is it unlawful under the administra-
tion’s present regulations or under the law as you read it for one Amer-
ican company to refuse to do business with another American company
pursuant to a boycott request

Mr. Parsky. I believe that the antitrust laws potentially could aﬁply
to that situation. When I say it is illegal, antitrust action would have
to be taken and sustained, but I think there is provision in the law for
the Government to, in fact, step into such a situation,

Mr. Binguau. Wouldn't it be better to make that absolutely explicit
in the law?

Mr. Parsky. Well, as we have indicated, we believe the Justice De-
partment has adequate authority and has an investigation under way,
and we feel that legislation along those lines at this point should not
be undertaken.

Mr. Bineaam. Well, in this particular case where you say that it is
against the law, that is your interpretation. I can't see how you can
inrgue that we shouldn’t make it perfectly clear that it is against the

AW,

Mr. Parsky. Well, the antitrust laws already prohibit agreements or
conspiracies. -

BOYCOTT AND THE ANTITRUST LAWS

Mr. Bixgaaum. The Bechtel Company is hotly litigating that ques-
tion, and it is going to take probably years to settle it, so that in this
particular instance you are arguing that what is U.S. interpretation
of the iaw, Government interpietation of the law, should not be clari-
fied by what would really amount to a technical amendment.
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Mr. Parsky. Well, Congressman, as I think we point out in our pre-
pared text, if the provision in the bill that deals with this question is
intended to go as far as the antitrust laws now go, but embody it, that
is one question, and with respect to that I would say that the antitrust
laws are adequate.

If it intends to go beyond it, namely, if it intends to cover cases
where a firm unilaterally, without any agreement or any conspiracy,
but unilaterally chooses not to do business with another firm, then I
think it would place us in the untenable position of trying to assess
motives behind the choice of one’s doing business. And we would be
opposed to that.

r. BINeHAM. Let’s pass on to the next one.

Is it unlawful now 10r an American company to pay bribgs to the
Arab boycott organization to be removed from the blacklist?

Mr. Parsky. Is it unlawful to pay bribes?

Mr. BiNnenay. To be removed from the blacklist.

Mr. Parsky. I don’t believe it is unlawful in this country now to
make a payment. It is not a crime, or unlawful, in fact, to make a
payment abroad, and 8o I don’t think the motives behind it would
make a determination one way or the other.

There are some laws that the SEC enforces and IRS enforces that
would affect payments abroad of any sort and such payments under
certain circumstances would have to be disclosed.

Chairman MorgaN. Time has expired.

Mr. Solarz.

AMERICAN FIRMS ON THE BOYCOTT LIST

Mr. Sorarz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. _

Could you tell us how many American firms are on the boycott list?
Do we know that? .

Mr. Parsxy. Well, I don’t have the exact number. The boycott list
in the past has certainly been made a matter of public record. I can
supply to the committee the best information that we have, The Com-
merce Department has made this available.

I would indicate that firms on and off the list vary considerably
a!ﬂx‘d at times it is difficult to tell how many are on and how many are
off.

Mr. Eorarz. Do you have ony idea roughly how many are on nowt
You presumably deal with this iroblem, I would think you should
know. Do you know or don’t you know{

Mr. Parsky. I dor’t have the number.

Mr. Soranz. Could you find it out and supply it for the record?

Mr, Parsky. Yes.

[The infornation appears on p. 76.]

Mr. Sor.ars. How larwe is the volnme of our trade with those Arab
countries that participate in the Arab boycott ?

Mr. Parsky. I think it amounts to somewhere between $414 and
$5 billion, / /

Mr. Sorarz. That excludes any government-to-government sales?

Mr, Parsky. Yes, sir.

M:r. Sorarz. So we are talking about $414 to $5 billion.
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Does the Arab boycott apply only to American exports or does it
apply to American firms that attempt to import from the Arab
countries?

Mr. Parsky. It applies to doing business in any way, )

Mr. Sorarz. So it would cover both imports and exports. Does this
$414 to $5 billion figure cover both ?

Mr, Parsky. No, That just covers U.S. exports to the Arab coun-
tries. We import, as you know, a considerable amount of oil and thet
wouldn’t be included.

OIL COMPANIES8 AND THE BOYCOTT LIST

Mr. Sorarz. None of the companies that import oii from the Arab
countries—I would assume—are on the boycott list {

Mr. Pagsky. Yes, sir.

Mr, Sorarz. And there is no risk they would be put there, I would
imagine, So we are talking about $414 to $5 billion. )

r. Parsky. In 1975 I said the potential is about $10 billion.

Mr. SoLarz. Which appears to be a substantial amount of money.
What percentage of the gross national product is that, do you know?

Mr. Parsky. I don't know what that 1s; 114 percent, something like
that.

Mr. Sovarz. Less than tnat, I should think.

Mr. Parsky. Less than 1 percent ! All right.

Mr. Sorarz. Do you think that less than 1 percent of our GNP is a
heavy price to pay for reaffirming our principle in terms of the eco-
nomic impact which this legislation might have, assuming that all of
this trade were lost to us as a result ?

Mr. Parsky. Congressman, I thought I had made clear, and I would
like to repeat it, the reason that I didn’t use the argument with respect
to business is that I feel strongly, and it is the position of this admin-
istration, that no business, no business, with any country, or anywhere,
is worth sacrificing our principles, and no business is worth accepting
any form of discrimination.

I didn’t mean to suggest that.

The principal thrust of our argument is that with respect to the
boycott and with respect to discrimination we want to see it ended. We
don’t believe that legislative approaches will bring about an end.

THE BECHTEL CASE

Mr. Sorarz. I gather that was the thrust of your testimony. Let me
ask you this. To your knowledge, have any of the Arab countries who
participated in the boycott insisted that American firms, as a condition
of not bheing put on the boycott list, refrain from doing business with
other American firms on the boycott list, or have they limited their
demands to limitations on trade with Israel itself?

Mr. Parsky. The basis for the Bechtel suit, Congressman, is that, in
fact, that has taken place. In discussing the issue with the Arab
countries, they have indicated that they do not impose those kinds of
requirements, that, in fact, they may refuse to do business with that
third company, but that is a decision they would make.
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}’ll‘ha  wouldn’t tell an American firm not to do business with the
other firm.

Mr. Sorarz. Would any American firm, to your knowledge, be put
on the boycott list if it did business not with Israel but with another
American firm that did do business with Jsrael

Mr. Parsky. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. Sorarz. No efforts along those lines, to your knowledge, have
been made by the countries participating in the boycott?

Mr. Parsgy, Not to my knowlec&e.

U.8. CORPS OF ENGINEERS ACTIVITIES IN MIDDLE EAST

Mr. Sorarz, Isn’t there something of an inconsistency in the boycott
in the sense that they apperently l:ave no reluctance to do business
with the U.S Government or its agencies like the Corps of Engineers,
which obviously have substantiaf amounts of economic work with
Israel, but they apparently refrain from doing business with private
corporations whose volume of trade with Israel is far less than what
our own Government has? Has that sort of contradiction ever been
put {o them in your discussions{

Mr. Parsky. That is a contradiction, Congressman, and I would say
that inherent in the contradiction is one way in which I think the boy-
cott is being eased, namely, that many of the Arab countries are assess-
ing the situation in terms of the benefits that flow to them and if they
can adequately assure thhemselves that the benefits that flow to them
from dealing with any entity, whether it be the Government or a firm
are equal or in excess ty the benefits that flow to Israel they would
accept it, and that in fact is taking place.

ANTIBOYCOTT PROVISION ON ARAB OIL TO UNITED STATES

Mr. Sorarz. One final question, and that is what would your reac-
tion be to the proposal that in the event the Arab oil-producing coun-
tries reimpose an embargo on oil to our country, that we might auto-
matically impose an embargo on continued shipments of American
arms to those Arab countries that were getting them until such time as
the embargo on oil were eliminated. In other words, writing into law a
grovision not necr sarily specifically referring to the oil situation—

ut say to critical commodities~—whereby as a matter of law we would
be obligated to embargo the sale of American arms or military train-
ing to countries that embargoed critical commodities to us. What would
be the impact of such a frovision, do you think ¢

Mr. Parsxy. Well, I would be opposed to such a provision being
placed in the law because I believe that the circumstances surroundin%
the oil embargo were very complex ones that were related to politica
developments that take place in the Middle East. Our decisions on
military sales to other countries are decisions that are made to achieve
8 balance in the Middle East. I am opposing a restriction on military
sales in response to an action relating to what is happening or may be
gzgpenépg in that part of the world potentially. ms could be very

ructive.
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If in fact we made the decision that we should do that with some
degree of flexibility, we have the authority to do that without making
it in fact a legislative requirement.

EMBARGO: WEAPONS AND OIL .

Mr. Sorarz. Did we embargo the sale of American weapons to any
of the oil-producing countries in 1973 when they established the em-
bargo on o1l to us?

r. Parsky. No.

Mr. Sorarz. Do you think we ought to sell military weapons to coun-
tries that are denying us critical commodities that are essential to the
functioning of our own economy ¢

Mr. Parsky. Well, Congressman, as I said, I think the embargo was
treated as a political decision based on developments that were takin
glace in the Middle East and that a reaction on the part of the Unite

tates at that point in time to refrain from selling military equipment
we believe would have been counterproductive to our attempt to achieve
peace in that part of the world.

Mr. Sor.arz, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.,

Chairman MorgaN. Mr. Gilman.

CURRENT UNITED STATES-ARAB TRADE LEVELS

Mr. GMan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Would you be able to tell us, Mr. Parsky, about how much trade
there has beea by U.S. firms with Arab nations in 1975¢ I know we
have had sevural figures presented to the committee.

Mr, Daregy. Well, I%elieve that the figure is somewhere between
$41% and $5 billion of exports from U.S. firms to the Arab countries.
I will suf)ply you for the record our exact statement and I would
also be willing to supply you with a country breakdown.

Mr. GiLmMaN. Mr. Chairman, with your permission I request that
that information be inserted at this point in the record.

Chairman Moreax. Without objection, so ordered.*

ACTIVITIES OF MULTINATIONAL CORPORATIONS

Mr. GiLman. Are the activities of our multinationals forcing busi-
ness into our multinational subsidiaries?

Mr. Parsky. I am not sure 1 follow the thrust of the question.

Mr. GiLmaN. There has been some report that as a result of the Arab
boycott a great deal of the business of the multinationals i= Yeing
diverted to their subsidiaries in other countries, Is this occarriuy ¢

Mr. Parsgy. Well, I don’t have an accurate assessment of that. I
would be glad to attempt to find out and supply it to you, but I don’t
believe that in fact there has been a trememz)us influx of activity
to the subsidiaries. |

1 The information, subsequently submitted, appears on p. 76.
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Mr. GiLmaN. On page 5 of the Secretary’s testimony he stated that
& number of firms do business with both Israel and the Arab countries
and then went on to tell us how a prominent leader %ad informed him
of that arrangement‘

Can you tell us a little more about how our firms are managing to
do business with both Israel and the Arab nations?

Mr. Parsky. The principal way in which that is happening, Con-

man, is that these firms are gemonstmting to the Arab countries
that the benefits that flow to them outweigh the Lenefits that may flow
to Israel and that graduallfy through the process of develo(i)ing a rela-
tionship, countries are in fact accepting such business and, as I said,
we believe this is increasing in numbers.

Mr. GiLman. Do we have any idea of the extensiveness of such an
arrangement {

Mr. Parsky. I don’t. T wonld be glad to try to see if the Commerce
Department, which again keeg: the running account, we cited only
as an illustration and what we believe is an accurate general principle.
To the extent that we have the information in the I'reasury Depart-
ment, I would be glad to supply it.

COMMERCIAL AND DEFENSE TRANBACTIONS

Mr. GiMAN. Is there a difference of policy between commercial
transactions and defense transactions with regard i the Arab
boycott

Mr. Parsky. Well, there are certain actions that the U.S. Govern-
ment has taken, which we outlined with respect to the distribution
of bids or distribution of other requests that would apply to military
transactions as well as other Government procurement policies, To that
extent there is a difference.

Mr. GriuaN, With regard to the Arab policy, is there a difference
between defense contracts and commercial transactions?

Mr. Parsky. I don’t believe so.

Mr. GiLamaN. You have taken the approach that these legislative
proposals with regard to the Arab boycott would be counterproduc-
tive and would be confrontational. What is the rationale for believing
that these would be confrontational?

Mr. Parsky. Well, the principal rationale is having had extensive
contacts and discussions with the leaders in the Arab world; we feel
that we have some understanding cf how they view the boycott, how
they feel it should or has been chticed, and how they would treat
and react to legislative pro s aimed at that. It is an assessment.
It is a judgment, as I think Secretary Simon indicated, we are dealing
with a matter that is judgmental and we have concluded that legis-
lative proposals at this point in time would not be productive toward
the end we want.

Mr. GiLMaN. That is a departmental judgment then, I take it?

Mr. Parsky. An administration judgment.
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Mr. GiLman. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Moroa~. Mr. Rosenthal,

A “PICK AND CHOOSE” BOYCOTT

Mr. RosentHaL, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I think 1 will use my 5 minutes, or at least as much
as the chairman graciously permits, to comment on what I consider
to be a rather offensive and disingenuous statement by Mr. Simon.
It won’t be necessary for you to comment or answer any questions since
I will use most of this time to discuss this wholly inadequate
statement.

On page 2, in the first paragraph, the Secretary states:

The secondary boyvcott introduced in 1951, operates to prevent firms any-
where in the world from deing business in Arab countries or from entering
into husiness undertakings with Arab firms if they bave especially close eco-
nowic ties with Israel, or if they contribute to the Israell defense capability.

The fact is that many U.S. defense contractors which contribute
significantly to the Israeli defense capability are not on the boycott
list because the Arabs want to use those defense capabilities for their
own purposes, In other words, the Arabs pick and choose; there is
little principle involved in which companies are blacklisted. Indeed,
many of the 1,500 American companies on the boycott list have no
business with Israel or have not in a long period of time done busi-
ness with Israel. In the latter group is General Tire and Rubber,
which had to hire a mercenary fixer to try to get its name off the list
as reported in Fortune Megazine. This only affirms that the boy-
cott is arbritary if not exto1uonary in impact.

At the top of page 5, Mr. Simon testities that congressional action
to L{)rohibit compliance with secondary boycotts could very well jeop-
ardize the $5 billion which Americans annually sell to Arab States.

TESTIMONY OF THE MORGAN GUARANTY BANK

Yesterday morning, the Morgan Guaranty Bank testified before
a subcommittee which I chair that 24 letters of credit had been sub-
mitted to their bank containing offensive boycott clauses. When
Morgan Guaranty said they wouldn’t act favorably on those letters
of credit, 23 of them came back with the offensive language stricken.
In other words, these importers in the Arab countries were willing
to push for boycott con'pliance until they felt some resistance.

But when Morgan Guaranty said they wouldn’t comply with these
offensive conditions in letters of credit, the Arabs would rather remove
the conditions than forego the business.

And so in my judgment it is a myth, it is a fiction, to say that we
would lose the Arab markets if we vigorously and consistently en-
forced stated U.S. policy against the boycott of American companies.
Opposition to the boycott should become a national responsibility so

that individual American companies do not have to buy their way off
the blacklist.
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U.8. ECONOMIC BOYCOTTS

I also find highly irresponsible the following argument from page 5
of the Secretary’s statement:

They [the Arabs] see the United States has frequently engaged in economic
boycotts for pelitical purposes, for example in Cuba, Rhodesia, North Korea, and
Vietnam, so they cannot accept the argument they are not entitled to do the same,

There is little question that nations can engage in primary boy-
cotts; it has been 3one for thousands of years. If Arabs refuse to deal
with Israeli firms, that is their concern. Similarly, the U.S. boycotts
of Cuba, Rhodesia, North Korea, and Vietnam were primary boycotts
and involved solely these countries and the United States. But the
Arab boycott of American companies goes well beyond these prece-
dents to involve innocent third parties. We never told British com-
panies that they could not buy Cuban cigars. Yet the Arbs are telling
American businesses that they cannot purchase goods from Israel.

In the next paragraph, Secretary Simon says:

Other U.S. firms are making some progress in working boycott clauses out of
the various stages of their tranaactions, for example, contracts, letter of credit,
and shipping instructions. :

Why in Heaven’s name leave enforcement of U.S. policy clearly set
forth in the Export Administration Act and reaffirmed by the Presi-
dent last November to individual firms to barter and bargain and to
have to hire agents to buy themselves off the list. U.S. firms ought to
be protected by U.S. policy. The only way to do that and equalize *he
burden of this type of nefarious boycott is enact strong laws that deal
with the situation,

Further down on page 5, the Secretary says:

The Arab countries, in fact, are considering the adoption of a standard policy
of exemption from the boycott list any firms which makes as significant a con-

tribution to them as to Israel.

This amounts simply to bribery and extortion of American com-
panies to do $10 worth of business with Israel, these American firms
are extorted into doing $10 worth of business with the Arabs.

IBM and Hilton Hotels can comply with these conditions but what
smallgexporter in the United States can meet that kind of require-
ment

The secretary, I respectfully suggest, is saying to American ex-
rorters that they have to deal with extortionists to get off the black-

ist and that they don’t have the U.S. Government to protect them.

On page 10, the Secretary says:

From my own conversations and reports that have come to my attention, 1
believe the Arab Governments are beginning to recognize that this issue, the
boycott, is prejudicial to thelr own economic interest.

Why then does the U.S. continue to acquiesce in the boycott? Why
don’t we have a firm line of resistance so that all American companies
receive equal treatment in dealing with Mideastern countries{

Mor:aver, the Secretary’s statement is inconsistent with the argu-
ment that prohibiting compliance would cost business.
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A LAW ; “THE BOYCOTT WOULD FOLD”

Mr. Secretary, my own judgment is that if this Congress enacted a

law outlawing the boycott at the secondary and tertiary level, the boy-
cott would foid.

I am really not interested in how the boycott affects our ally Israel
although I believe it has a serious adverse impact. I am more troubled
by the detrimental economic, social, and philosophical effect upon
U.S. companies. The kind of rhetoric you and the Secretary have
been using—we will work it out, we will deal with it privately, let
each company pick and choose—Is antithetical to the American way
of doing business.

It is the responsibility of this committee, this Congress, to end the
boyeott of American firms and enact laws which say—

This boycott by outside forces is repugnant to the principles and interests of
the United States of America.

1 yield back the balance of my time.

REPORT FROM IICUSE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE OVERSIGHT
COMMITTEE

Chairman MoreaN. The Chair would like to bring to the members’
attention a report before them which contains preliminary findings
of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Oversight Committee
on the boycott, and without objection, we are going to make this a
permanent part of the ~ecord.

[The letter referred to follows:]

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
- SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND | NVESTIGATIONS
OF THE CoOMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM MERCE,
Washington, D.C., May 6, 1976.
Hon. THoMAS MORGAN,
Chairman, Committec on Inlernational Relations, Housc of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear M. CHAIRMAN : A8 you know, the Subcommittee on Oversight and In-
vestigations, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, is currently in-
vestigating the Arab trade boycott against Israel and other restrictive trade
practices imposed on United States commerce by foreign governments, corpora-
tions or citizens. In particular, we are seekiig to evaluate the impact of these
practices on American commerce, to ascertain the effectiveness of Federal laws
related to the boycott and whether they are being enforced, as well as to
determine whether new law is needed. In this regard, some of our preliminary
findings may be of value to the members of the House Committee on Inter-
national Relations as you consider various amendments to the Export Ad-
ministration Act.

On December 8, 1975, the Subcommittee received via subpoena approximately
12,000 reports which were filed pursuant to the Export Administration Act (50
U.8.C. App. 2402) with the Department of Commerce hy American exzporters
between July 1, 1970 and December 5, 1975 to describe requests received to
purtictpate in boycotis or other restrictive trade practices imposed by countries
friendly to the United States against other countriés friendly to the United
States, Subcommittee staff reviewed all of these reports and systematically
recorded and computerized about two dozen different items of data from each
report filed between January 1, 1974 and December 5, 1975.
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On February 17, 1976, the Subcommittee obtained a set of approximately 8,000
Export Administration Act reports filed for boycott requests received between
December 5 and December 31, 1975. Incidentally, 1 believe the facts that there
were such a large number of report documents flled during the iast three weeks
of 1975 can in large part be attributed to increased publicity about both the Aral,
trade hoycott and congressional concerns about the boycott, as well as a Com-
merce Department regulation which went into effect December 1, 1975 requiring
that boycott reports be flled by banks, insurance companies, and freight for-
warders. Because of the large number of documents for this three-week period,
the staff reviewed a scientifically selected random sample so as to meke extrap-
olations on the rate of complicance and the amount of sales subject to boycott
requests.

The sampling of this data to complete the last quarter of 1975 is expected to
be completed shortly. Likewise, the Subcommittee’s report on the Arab trade
-boycott shouid be completed by the end of May. However, since the House Com-
mittee on International Relations is considering legislation to renew the Export
Admintstration Act, including amendments related to boycott practices imposed
by foreign concerns, I felt that you would appreciate the benefit of some of the
preliminary statistical analysis derived from reports filed between January 1,
1874 and December 5, 1975.

During that perlod, 637 firms filed reports covering 4,279 sales records totaling
$781,524,620 for which boycott requests were received. Most of the reporting
companies complied with these requests. Although there were numerous coun-
tries found to be the subject of boycotts reportable under the Act, in terms of
sales dollars, virtually all of the boycotts reported were directed against Israel.
An analysis of boycott compliance should include not only the rate of reported
compliance, but also what exporters were asked to do, the means used to convey
the requests, and the relative impaet, principally in terms of sales dollars, of the
various requests. Those details are summarized in this letter.

Boycott requests were conveyed in one of three types of documents; sales,
trade opportunities, and questionnaires. Sales documents include letters of credit,
purchase orders, invoices, consular invoices, certificates of origin, certificates of
manufacture, and contracts. Trade opportunities, including bid specifications,
are often sent to several companies to specify the terms of a potential or pro-
posed contract. A trade opportunity is, in effect, an offer to do business where,
for example, a railroad compeny in Saudi Arabia would advertise its interest in
purchasing raflroad cars mecting certain construction specifications and from
a manufactarer willing to seli pufsuant to certain contractual terms. Question-
naires are sent by foreign concerns to American companies who may or may not
be doing business with the requestor. In fact, although some questionnaires are
sent in response to specific sales, most originate from the Arab League’s Boycott
Office and include questions designed to determine the relationship of the ex-
porters to Israel or business interests in Israel, or in some instances, whether
the exporting companies have Jews or persons with “Zionist tendencles” on the
corporate board of directors or as corporate officers.

Accordingly, the meaningfulness of doliar figures cited for the receipt of ques-
tionnaires or trade opportunities is limited for the purpose of determining the
economic impact of boycott requests. The dollar totals for all types of documents
adds up to $2,749,084,029. However, as explained above, this total includes dupli-
cations. Thus, for the purpose of the analysis of compliance with the boycott
provided here, only the responses to sales records are provided.

A single sales document containing a boycott request may contain one or more
clauses that can be classified in terms of one of seven types of clauses. These
fypes of clauses, in order of the greatest amount of sales dollars governed by
them, are as follows:

Origin.—Clauses concerning the origin of the products exported. This type of
clanse typically includes the request that the exporter certify that the goods to
be shipped are not of Israeli origin, or is wholely of United States origin.

Shipping.—Clauses related to shipping goods to Israel. This type of clause
typlcally includes the request for companies to agree, or certify, that they will
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not ship the goods aboard an Israeli sbip or a ship blacklisted by the Arab League,
or a ship which will stop at an Israeli port.

Israeli economy—-Clauses related to doing business in Israel. This type of
clause typically includes tbe request that the company certify that it is not deing
business in Israel in terms of making sales to Israel or having an office or sub-
sidiary in Israel.

General.—Clauses referritig to compliance with the boycott regulations. This
type of clause typically fncludes the request that the exporter agree to comply
with the boycott regulations promulgated by the Arab League Boycott Office.

Blacklist.—Clauses referring to being blacklisted by the Boycott Office or doing
business with a boycotted firm. This clause typically includes requests to certify
that the exporter is not blacklisted or is not doing business with a blacklisted
comp4ny,

Insurance—Clauses referring to exporting goods insured by insurance com-
panies blacklisted by the Boycott Office. This clause typically includes a request
for the exporter to certify that the goods being shipped are not insured by black-
listed insurance companies.

Religious-ethnic.—Clauses referring to the religious or ethnic heritage of the
corporate officers or boards of directors of the exporting firm. This type of clause
typically includes the request for the exporter to supply information on the reli-
glous affliation of the corporate officers or boards of directors, or certification
that none ot the corporate officers or senior employees are members of the Jewish
faith.

Prior to October 1, 1875, companies were not required to an>wer questions on
the Commerce Department reporting form concerning the companies’ action or
non-action in responding to boycott requests. During that period, companies
failed to answer the compliance question for reports filed for 46 percent of the
sales records. For 562 percent of the sales records, reporting companies said they
had complied with the boycott requests ; for 1 percent of the sales records, com-
panies said they had not complied, and for another 1 percent of the sales records,
companies reported that they were undecided.

The Commerce Department’s practice of permitting exporters to answer the
compliance question ou a voluntary basis was criticized by Subcommittee Mem-
bers during a Subcommittee hearing on September 22, 1975. During that hearing,
Representative James H. Scheuer told the then Commerce Secretary, Rogers C. B.
Morton, that it was “an abuse of your discretion not to ask companies . ..
whether they intend to comply with the boycott (request).” Although Secretary
Morton then replied that “there was some legal question as to whether we (the
Department) have the authority” to require answers to the compliance question,
three days later the Secretary wrote to me and stated that, effective October 1,
1975, responses to the compliance question would be made mandatory.

According to reports filed between October 1, 1975 and December 5, 1975, com-
panies reported that they had complied with the requests for $0.573 percent of
the xales transactions. For 2.040 percent of the transactions, companies said they
did not comply. For 040D percent of the cases, companies said they had not
decided. For 6.967 percent of the transactlons, companies did not answer that
question, As for the amount of sales governed by these transactions, 96.4 percent
of the sales dollars were governed by requests in which the companies said that
they did comply with the boycott requests. A complete breakdown for this data
is provided in an enclosed chart.

It should be noted that the Commerce Department has not kept tabulations on
compiance according to sales dollars. The enclosed table illustrates the value of
this data. The chart shows that the percentages for the number of records and
for the sales dollars totals often are not the same. For example, during the 1st
-quarter of 1975, in which there was considerable publicity about the boycott,
moat reports were filed without responses to the compliance question. According
to sales records, 59 percent of records were filled without rexponses to the compli-
ance question. But according to sales dollars, 91 percent of these reports were
without responses to the compliance question.

74-172 0-78 -8
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I hope you find this information of value. As more information i3 available,
I will forward it to your Committee as well as to the Chairmen of the House

Committee on the Judiciar) and the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs,

Sincerely,

JoaN E. Moss, Chairman.
Enclosures :

TOTAL NUMBER OF SALES RECORDS PFPORTED WITH PEFCENTS OF PECORDS, SALES DOLLAR TOTALS WITH PER-
CENTS OF SALES DC'.LARTOTALS, AND EXPORTER NcSPONSES TO THE QUESTION OF WHETHER THEY COMPLIED

WITH THE BOYCO™7 REQUEST FOR THE PERIODS IN WHICH THEY WERE REPORTED AS HAVING BEEN RECEIVED
(AS INDICATED BELOW)

. Percent Totasl  Percent total
Quarter and complisnce Amount amount recurds records
1st quarter 194:
Did not [ B 0
lg. 539 40 33.3”
T 1 64. 601
.06 1 1.086
93.m 53 5(7’.608
6.128 T i 41,304
[ 0
Did 95.118 7 nm
umcma [
No response__ 4,821 22 22.222
4N quarter 197‘
owm """""""""""""""""""" 10'33 a§ u‘%
guJEfJo'J.'I.'II.'iIIZIflII.’.’IiZI.’II.‘.’.‘I.’.’.’Z ......... i zg'w ........... e ‘g'm
OSPORS. . ... ... . ]
1t quatter 1975;
Didmot. ... ... i, 538, 431 . 260 3 2
O el 7,915, 146 2.8 159 37. 767
;i'mw“ """"""""""""""""" ug 3&2 2;} 9: gﬁ zs% s%' 53
oresponse.._ ... .
2d quarter {975:
Did not 175, 278 . 09% 5 4%
56,577, 470 31162 564 51. 506
I O 21,99 .012 2 18
Morespomse . . [T TTTTIIITTC 124,778, 751 68.728 s 47.853
LT qwm ms
Didmot. .o ol 50, 030 .021 13 1.014
L 176,031, 170 77.283 2 1.046
um:md __________________________________ , 018 A8 15 1.170
oth n'-wfsn( to Dec. 5 1978): " T 51,395, 941 22.564 n
derter [
h _-...-p . 144,117 1. 041 5 2.049
et - 13.339 611 96. 400 221 90.573
umcmd -~ ) 1 408
Moresponse. _ _ .. . ... . ... 345 617 2.497 17 6. 967
omw 1975:
Didmot. . oo e 121,671 2.532 3 2.068
Did.. . T 4, sao 4 96. 389 134 .43
ded 8, 365 AT 1 .689
3,38 . 903 7 221
22, 446 .33 2 2.352
6,673, 210 ss. 3 78 o‘l’. 764
"""""" 8,574 1338 T8 5. 8%
...................................................... [ 0
2,035, 909 Q&S& 58205
"""""iii,’ €56 9.4 T § 35.714
' 93,758 119 37 .864
352,921,999 45.158 2,30 54,451
0, 060, 314 3 24

1 1.287 1 .
417, €07, 558 §3.44 1,88 43.958
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Chairman Morean. The committee stands adjourned.

FINAL REMARKS OF MR. PARSKY

Mr. Parsky. Before you adjourn, I would just like to make a few
final remarks, if that is all right. I realize that the Congressman
used up the entire 5 minutes and this is not meant to evoke any
controversy but I think it is important that I clarify a few points
for the record.

Again I would like to state categorically that we in the Treasury
Department and in this entire administration under no circumstances
feel any principles that are inherent to the development and preser-
vation of this country should be sacrificed for one piece of business.
Our objectives, I think, are the same as Congressman Rosenthal
expressed, namely, we want to eliminate all forms of discrimina-
tion as part of our system and we want to eliminate all boycotts
because as restrictive trade practices, they are counter to our policy
of seeking a free and open world trading system.

The difference, however, is we disagree as to how we can achieve
this objective. The reference that Congressman Rosenthal made to
the Defense contractors that are not on the boycott list I think is
only supportive of the fact that we agreed that the boycott is not a
totally consistent policy. There are many Arab countries that are
in fact willing to do business with firms that make a significant eco-
nomic contribution to them. That is not the end of the process, that
is a step in the direction.

I would rather work toward an elimination of the boycott through
gradual process t»an not have it move in that direction at all.

The reference w» Morgan Guaranty that the Congressman made, I
am aware of the fact that a number of banking institutions have
been working with the Arab countries and have eliminated most of
if not all of the nrohibitive clauses. I think this is a positive devel-
opment. I don’t think that necessarily should evoke from us a leg-
islative response. I think we shkould work to expand that kind of pro-
gram. I think that we, as I said, have cited a number of steps that
we have taken. We want to take more,

And finally, Mr. Chairman, I think the issue has often been cast
too much in the direction nf the political arena and not in terms of
sound analysis of how we can really bring about an end. That is
what we have been trying to do. It is our strong position that the
l])?est way to end the boycott is in fact to bring peace in the Middle

Last.

[The following was subsequently submitted by Gerald L. Parsky,
Assistant Secretary of Treasury for International Affairs, in response
to questions submitted during the meeting:]

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., June 22, 1976.
Hon. THoMAas E. Mosroar, ‘
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: AS I indicated in my appearance on June 9 before your
Committee, I am forwarding to you the following information that members of
the x‘(;‘lt'lmmlttee requested from the Treasury Department for insertion in the
reco
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1. At Tab A, you will find information on U.8. merchandise trade with Israel
for the five years 1971 to 1975. The U.8. Government has no bilateral data on
receipts or payments for services.

2. The information requested on 1975 U.S. trade with the Arab countries that
subscribe to the boycott is given at Tab B. We have also included a country by
country breakdown.

3. Members of the Comuaittee asked for information on the number of Amerl-
can firms on the Arab boycott list. I would first point out that there is no source
of reliable and up-to-date information on this subject and furthermore that each
Arab government promulgates its own list based ¢n recommendations from the
Central Boycott Office in Damascus. Several unofficial lists of boycotted firms
have been published in recent years, however, and one of these, reportedly issued
in 1970 by the Chamber of Commerce and Industries in Jidda, Saudi Arabia,
was reprinted earhier this year us an apbeldix to tle hearings before the
International Relations Subcommittee on International Trade and Commerce
entitled “Discriminatory Arab Pressure on U.8. Business,” pp. 147-215.

Another list was published in Lebanon, with supplements including firins and
ships added through September 11, 1874, together with deletions and replace-
ments of firms on the main list. A copy is attached at Tab C for your information.

As you can see, this list contains a total of 1,852 entries for U.8. firms and
organizations, but the number {s virtually meaningless since it not only includes
names subsequently deleted or replaced but also hundreds of duplicate entries,
names of subsidiaries and even individual trademarks (e.g. for Ford FOMOCO,
Ford “D,” F-100 Pick-up, Lincolon, Mercury, Marquis, Maverick, Maverick
Grabber, etc.). The total number should be reduced substantially to get an
order of magnitude of the namber of American firms actually on the list promul-
gated in Lebanon.

4. We do not have any data on the volume of business which may have been
transferred by American firms to thelr subsidiaries overseas as a result of the
boycott or on the extent to which companies have made equivalent trade or
investment arrangements in Israel and in the Arab countries. During my testi-
mony, I mentioned that I thought the Commerce Department might maintain
such records, but Commerce has informed me that such data are not available.

I was also requestec to provide the comments of the Treasury Department
on the renewal of the Export Administration Act, especially those features
which pertain to export controls, and whether the Treasury had any changes
to propose in the Act. Our review is not yet complete and 1 will forward the
Treasury’s comments and any proposals for changes in the Act to yc. as soon
as possible, Please he assured that you will recelve our comments in time for
your mark-up of the Bill, which I understand will take place after the July 4
recess.

I hope this information will be of help to your Committee.

Sincerely yours,
GERALD L. PABSKY,
Assistant Secretary for

International Affairs.
Attachments.
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TAB A
U.S. MERCHANDISE TRADE WITH ISRAEL
{in millions of doltars)
Exports imports
L 7 VO 877.0 173.2
H L PSR S48 2:.4
|1 SRR 885.2 264.6
|1 2 PP 1,160.1 2.4
[ 1 PR 1,55.2 kYR
Note: Dats hx 1.0.b, and includes militsry ship..ents,
Source: Department of Commerce.
TAB B
U.S. EXPORTS TO MEMBER-COUNTRIES OF THE ARAD LEAGUE, 1975
{Uollar amounts in miitions, 1.0.5.)
U.S. exports
USs. e Total im s of
e e g
5, 700 11.1
“g ‘l. 082 8§
[ <] 4228 18.9
310 5, 000 5.1
195 518 3.9
%8 212 1.3
42 1,700 26
b5 4,100 (W}
14 0 6.4
20 2,284 [ X ]
il 1,218 82
50 E ol 84
1,502 6, 500 a1
9 150 $.0
109 0 17.2
128 1,50 8.5
% 1,58 .9
m 2,600 14.3
8 200 49
3 165 1.8
5, 464 2,954 n
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POUR TRAFIC AVEC ISRAEL
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US.A

1 — A.CD. SALES C0, INC.

2 — A.CS. INDUSTRIES INC, (71, Viila-
nova & Florence Drive, Woonsocket
Rhode, Island, US.A.). s

3 ~ ADAMS CARBIDE CORP. (141 Mar-
ket st. Kenilworth N.Y.} filialle & Mit-
chigan.

4 — AIR ELECTRIC CORP. OF NEW
YORK & TEL AVIV N.X.C., N.Y.

8§ — AJAX ELECTRIC MOTOR OF RO-
CHESTER N.Y.

6-— ALED ORIGINALS LTD. (1410
Broadway N.Y. 18 N.Y.),

7— ﬁmumm (82 Beaver st. N.Y.

8 — ALVA MEUSEUM REPLICAS INC.
son nom commercial : ALVA STONE
ALACAST (140 West 22 ND. st. New
York 11). S

$ — ALWEG RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEMS
OF WASHINGTON STATE INC
w, FIFTH Ave, Seattle 1, washing-

10 — AMERICAN ASSOCIATES connue

1 — AI:EMND SHIPPING q‘):l!!’. (Pu&
U&‘z)t Phis

12 — THE AMERICAN BILITRITE RUB-
BER CO. iNC. (22 Willow st. Chelsea
Mass) conrue avant : RUBBER CO.
OF CHELSEA MASS.

13 — AMERICAN BOX SHOOK EXPORT

ASSOCIATION (020) Market st. San

.1¢ — AMERICAN COMMITTEE FOR BAR,
ILAN UNIVERSITY IN ISRAEL INC.
(641 Lexington Avenus New York
N.Y. 10022),
14/> — AMERICAN COMMITTEE. FOR BAR-~
ILAN UNIVERSITY, (17598 WY OX-
. ING Avenue Detroit 21 - Michigan).
16 ~ AMERICAN CONTINENTAL SCH-
APPER'S ASS0CIATION INC. (11
West 42 ND st. Now York 16 N.Y.).

16 — AMERICAN DENTAL MANUFAC

TURERS (DENTAL MANUFACTU-

RERS OF AMERICA) (Commercial

. :‘rhult BLDG. Philadelphia Pennsylva-
). :

17 — AMERICAN DOLL & TOY CO.
18 — AMERI(;A.N DOLL CO. INC.

.19 — AMERICAN ELECTRIC LABORA-

TORIES INC. (121, N. 7th st.,, Phila-
delphia G, Penn),

20 — AMERICAN ELECTRIC POWER CO.
‘Ifs‘GA.(,Z Broadway New York 9 N.Y.

41 — AMERICAN ELECTRIC POWER

-SERVICE CORP.

22 — AMERICAN ISRAEL BASIC ECO-
NOMY CORP. (Aimbec) (30 Rocke-
foller Plaza 10th FLR. New York 22).

23 — AMERICA & ISRAEL MANAGE-
MENT CORP.

" 24 — AMERICAN-ISRAEL  CULTURAL

FOUNDATION (2 west 45th street,
New York 30, New York).

45 — THE AMERICAN ISRAEL GAS
"~ CORP. LTD. (AMISRAGAS) son bu-
2eau & New York. .

20 — AMRRICAN ISRAEL PAPERMILLS.
T — &)HERICAN ISRAEL PHOSPHATES

28 — AMERICAN-ISRAEL SHIPPING
: COMPANY connue aussi ISRAEL-
AMERICAN SHIPPING CO,

29 — AMERICAN ISRAEL WORLDS FIRES
CORP,

30 — AMERICAN LATEX PRODUCTS
(3341 WELL second BLVD Hanthorne
.Californis). :

41 — AMERICAN LEVANT MACHINERY
CORP. (25 West, 23 st. N.Y.).

32 — AMERICAN MEDITERRANEAN
CORP. (175 Fifth Ave. N.Y. 19. N.Y.)

33 — THE AMERICAN-PETROLEUM
W CO. INC. (330, 4th Ave..

M — AMERICAN PRECIOUS STONES (55
Liberty strect New York 5, New York)



35 - AMERICAN ROLAND FOOD CO. (22
Hudson strecet New York, 13, N.X.).

36 — &)MERICAN RUBBER & CHEMICAL

37 — AMERIND SHIPPING CORP. (Public
Lefger Building Philadelphia Pen,
US.Ae

38 — AMES COMPANY INC. (Elkhart &
Indians).

39 — AMES INTERNATIONAL INC. (El-
kbart & Indiana).

40 — AMESTERDAM OVERSEAS CORPO-
RATION.

41 — AMPAL (AMERICAN PALESTINE
. TRADING CORP.)

_ 42 — AMEREX TRADING CORP.
43 -~ ANDORA INC.

44 — ANDRE PROST (100-11 Astoria Bivd.
: Corona, L.I. New York).

45 — ANGLOTEX INC. (Delaware).

46 — ANNMARIE SPORTSWEAR INC.
(1407, BROADWAY, New York 18,

_ 47 — A. PLEIN & CO. INC. (11 West 4<2ND
st. N.Y, 36 N.Y.).

48 — APPAREL INDUSTRIES INC. (1407
Broadway N.Y. City).

49 — ARO-VENEERS INC, '

60 — ARTISTIC ISRAEL JEWELRY MFG

CO, (38 Camal street, New York 2,
N.Y.).

61 — ARYE ROZENSON (30 West 47th. st.
New York 17, N.Y. US.A.).

51/b — ASSOCIATED CONCRFTE PIPE
OF FLORIDA INC. CO. (Florida).

82 — ASSOCIATED DRY GOODS CORP.
* (417 Fifth Avenue N.Y.C.)..

64 — ATA TRADING CORP. (1564 Broad-
* way, Noew York 19, N.Y.).

85 — AVEENO CORPORATION.
56 — THE BALTIMORE LUGGAGE CO.

87 — BANCO AMERICANO ISRAEL (ira-
vaille A L'Uruguay).

58 — BANCO INC.

69 — BEAUNIT MILLS INC.
60 — BAYWAY TERMINAL DIVISiON.
61 — BAYSID LAND CORP.

62 — BEATTIS LIGHTER (55 West 42 st.
New York 36, N.Y., US.A.).

63 — BEECH BOTTOM POWER CO.

64 — BEGECI-IFIELD RENTAL. HOMES,
IN

65 — BEGED-OR (526 TTH Ave.,, New
York).

66 — llgiéSFORD CONSTRUCTION CO.

67 — BERHMAN HOUSE INC.

68 — BERMACO INC. (140 Fifth Avenue
New York 11, N.Y, US.A.).

69 — BESTFORM CORSETRY LTD. (3801
47 ave. Long Island City New York).

70 — BI-FFLEX INTERNATIONAL INC.
(11 East 36TH st. N.XY. 16 N.Y.).

71 — BISCHOFF CHEMICAL CORP.
(Ivoryton Connecticut).

72 — BLAIR HOUSE FABRICS,

73 — BOLT BERANK NEWMAN INC, (50
Mtgnkon st. Cambridge Massachussets
S.A.).

74 — BOMMER SPRING CO. INC.
- (Landrum south Caralina U.S.A.).

75 — BONAFIDE MILLS INC.
76 — BYTANY INDUSTRIES INC,

77 — BOTANY MILLS INC. (Passaic N.J.)

98 — BRANT YARNS INC. (1412, Broad-
way).

79 — BOYAR KESSLER INVESTMENT
CO. INC. (8447, Wilshire Blvd. Bover-
ly Hills, Cakif.).

80 — BRAGER # CO. connue avant HAR-
RY BRAGER & CO. (60 wall st. New
York) filiale & Washington (1218,

" 16th st. N.Y. Wachington D.C.).

81 — BROAD STREET'S (Chicago).

82 — BROAD STREET'S INC. (Daroff. M.)
83 — BROAD STREET'S ST. LOUIS.

8 — BROOKLYN APARTMENTS INC.
83 — B.R. BAKER CQ. (Toledo, Ohio).



8 — BRYAN OLDSMOBILE (883 Willi-
shire Bivd, Beverly Hilis Los-Angelos,
Caiifornia).

87 — 1616 BUILDING CORP.
- Iuinols).

88 — BULOVA. FONDATION.
. 89 — BULOVA WATCH CO.
- 90 — BURBERYS (New York).

91 — BURLINGTON INDUSTRIES INC.
(Greensbore, North Carolina, US.A)

92 — BURGESS BATTERY CO. (2550 Pe-
. terson Avenue Chicago 45, US.A.).

93 — B. WEBER & HEILBRONER (New
York).

94 — CAL AM °NC. (950 Faxon Avenue,
8an Fianciseo 12, Culifornia, U.8.A.).

$5 — CALBRO INC.

98 — CALONLYMPIC GLOVE CO. INC.
(Culifornia).

97 — CAPTINA OPERATING CO.

$8 — CARMEL WINE 00. INC. (68 fifth
Aven, N.Y. 17, N.Y.).

99 — CARDEFF GYPSUM CO. (Fort Dodge
a IWA).

(Wilmet,

100 — &Aaanox.bwoon APPARTMENTS'

- 101 — CARROLL WOOD CONSTRUCTION
C0. INC.

102 — &ASROLLWOOD RENTAL HOMES.

103 — CE. DE CANDY INC. (820 Newark
Avenue, Elizabeth, New Jersey).

104 — gnml, APPALACHIAN COAL

105 — CENTRAL COAL CO,

A08 — CENTRAL ELECTRONICS, INC.
107 — CENTRAL OHIO COAL CO.
108 — CENTRAL OPERATING CO.
109 — GENERAL PAPER COMPANY,

110 — THE CENTRAL OUFFNS SAVINGS
" & LOAN ASSOCIATION (86-22 BRO-
ADWAY. Eimhurst New York, 11373)

111 — CG. ELFCTHONICS.. CORP. (212,
durham ave., metuchen New Jersey).
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112 — CHANDLER EVANS CORP.
113 — CHARIES CENTER PARKING, INC.
114 — CHARLESMONT PARK, INC.

115 — CHARLES WOLF AND SONS (580,
fifth Ave, N.Y., 36, N.Y.).

116 — CHEMSTRAND CORP,

. 117 — CHEMTRAND L1TD,

118 — CHEMSTRAND OVERSEAS (4 Por-
torico).

119 — ITADEL LIFE INSURANCE CO.
(444, Madis n Ave.,, N.Y.C.).

120 — COMPANIA DCCIDENTAL MEXIC-
ANA SA.

121 — CLACIER SAND and GRAVEL CO.

122 — CLAYTON HALL, INC.

123 — CLINTON MILTON J. FICHER.

124 — COLONIAL CREST, INC, ,

1235 — COLT. INDUSTRIES INC. conm

avant : FAIRBANKS WHITNEY
CORP. (Chicago, Illinois).

126 — COLT'S INC. FIRCARMS DIVISION.
127 — l(?gl"s PATENT FIREARMS ©O0.

128 — OOMP,XNY OCCIDENTAL MEXICA-
1290 — COMPASS AGENCIES INC. (327,
south, Lasalle st. Chicago, U.S.A.)e

130 — %&ﬂ‘UTER DIRECTIONS FUNO

131 — CONCRETE PIPE CO. OF OHIO
(Klifland, OHIO).

132 — CONSOLIDATED
DUCTS CORP,

133 — CONSOLIDATED LAUNDRIES.
8ue soc en Ang'eterres CONSOLID-
ATED LAUNDRIES, appartcnant & :
Charles Clore,

134 — CONSOLIDATED FREES CO. (Hast-
ings, Mich...). )

135 — CONSTRUCTION AGGREGATES
" . CORP. (120 8. La salle st., (room .
1140) Chicago 2111).

1368 — CONSTRIICTION AGGRFEGATS DRE-
VELOPMENT. (JAMAYCA, Kinpost-
on). .

MOLDED PRO-



137 — CONTINENTAL IMPORT and EX-
PORT CORP. N.Y.C., N.Y.).

138 — CONTINENTAL MADE INC. (1407..
Broadway, New York 18, N.Y, U.S.A.)

139 — CONTINENTAL ORE CORP, (500 st.
have, a New York 36, N.Y.).

140 — CONSUMERS PAINT FACTORY INC
(6300 West, 5th, Avenue Gory, IND-
IANA).

141 — CORROPLAST INC.

142 — COSMOPOLITAN MANUFACTUR-
ING GREAT DANE BLDG. (712
Beacon st., Boston 15 Mass.).

143 — COUNTRY TWEEDS.
144 — CROSSLAND REALTY C€O. INC
148 — %C.DELAND SHOPPING CENTER

146 — DALILA ORIGINAL.
147 — DANE ENTERPRISES INC.

148 — DAROFF and SONS INC. (200 fifth
ave, N.Y. 2300 Walinuts st., Philadel-
phia 3, PA).

149 —.D. DAROFF and SONS INC. et ses
fabriques dont lcs adresses :

— DUBLIN.
— Perkasic,
~— Pennaburg
— Philadelphia
— Pennsilvania.
150 — DAVINCI RECORDS (234, Fifthave,
New York, 1, N.Y.), o
181 — DAVIS OSCAR CO. * .C. (Paterson,
Now Jersey).
153 — DAW'S LABORATORIES INC. (4800
Bouth Richard ave. Chicago 32, LI).
153 — DAYCO CORPORATION PACIFIC
- . POLYMERS INC.
154 — DAYTON RUBBER CO. OHIO, NEW
YORK.
168 — &Egnrusw RENTAL HOMES
164 — DENTAL MANUFACTURING OF

AMERICA (Américan dental manu-
.. facturing).

157 — PENNSILVANIE.
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158 — DERBY SPORTSWEAR INC. (1333,
Broadway, New York City).

159 — DEVELOPMENT CORP. FOR ISRA-
EL (215 PARK Ave. south New York)

160 — DIAMOND TDiSTRIBUTORS INC
(589 fifth Ave., N.Y,, 17, N.Y.).

161 — DIRECT JEWELERY CO.
162 — DIVERSIFIED BUILDERS INC. &

(Baramont).
. 163 — DOME CHEMICALS INC. (NEW
YORK).
164 — DOME INTERNATIONAL & (EI-
khart) 4 Indiana..

185 — DRéJID VALLEY APARTMENTS,
IN

166 — D.S. GORDON (801, West, 181 at,

strect New York 33, N.Y., US.A).

167 — DUMONT EMERSON CORP. (New
Jersey).

168 — D.W. ONAN and SONS INC. (2515
University Ave. S.E., Minneapolis 14
minnesota).*

169 — DWYER-BARKER ELECTRONICS
CORP. (7400 Northwest 13th, AVE.
Miami, Florida).

170 — DYNATECH PLASTICS CORP.

171 - EAGLE SHIPPING CO. INC. (29

Broadway, New York, N.Y. 10008
USA.)e

172 — EAGLE SIGNAL.
178 — EAST POINT, INC. (Baltimore, Mary-
land).

17¢ — E.C. PUBLICATIONS.

175 — THE ECUADORIAN FRUIT IMP.
CORP.

176 —~ EDMONDSON VILLAGE INC, (Balti-
mere, Maryland).

177 — EISENBERG and CO. US.A. AGEN-
CY INC. N.XY. (New York).

178 — ELECTRO CHEMICAL ENG. Co. A
(Amo, Pensilfania),

179 — ELECTRO-OPTICAL SYSTEMS INC.
. (Pasadena, California).

180 — ELECTRA SPARK INC



.181 — ELZGENCIA, (512 Seventh Avenu,
Ne'¥ York, 18, N.Y., U.S.A.).

182 — ELEMK OF ISRAEL (41 West 72nd,
at. New York, N.Y.).

183 — ELLIOT IMPORT CORP. N.Y.C, N.Y.

184 — ELLIOT KNITWEAR CORP. (105-M
Adison ave. N.Y., 18, N.Y.).

‘185 ~— ELLIS REALTY CO. INC.

186 — EMANUEL BLUMENFRUCHT AND
BON, (36 West 47th, st N.Y. 36 N.Y.)

187 ~— EMERSON INC. & (New Jersey).

188 — EMERSON INDUSTRIAL PRODUC.
TS CORP. & (Mew Jersey).

180 — EMEARSON RADIO EXPORT CORP.
A (Dylawer).

190 — EMERSON RADIO and PHONO-
GRAPH €O, (8th, ave. N.C, N.Y.).

101 — EMERTON INC.

182 — EMKOL EXPORT (441, Whitehall st.,
New York, 4, N.Y.).

183 — EMPIRF BRUSHES INC, (INC., N.Y)

1t — EMPIRE PENCIL CO. connu encore :
l(-%BSENFELD BROTIHERS PENCIL

106 — EMPIRE RAINWEAR CORP. (25,
. WEST 20th st.,, New York, 10, N.Y.).

198 -— EMPIRE STAMP GALLERIES.

187 — EMPIRE TWINE and YARN CO. INC

(70 Thomas st., N.Y. 13, N.Y.).

188 — ERNEST BISCHOFP CO. INC. & :
— Ivoryton — connecti.

'100 — E.W. BLISS COMPANY (1375 RAFY
ROAD 8.W. CONTON, OHIO).

200 -~ EXTRON TRADING CORP.

201 — FAIRBANS WHITNEY CORP. CHI-
GAGO ILLINOIS connu maintenant :
COLT. INDUSTRIES INC
202 — FAIRBANKS MORSE and CO. (3601
: Kansas ave., Kansas, City Kansas).
203 — FATRBANKS MORSE AND CO. INC.
(Chicago, Illinois).

204 — PAIRBANKS MORSE and COMPANY
..+« « (Fairlawn, Now Jersey, US.A.).

203 — FAME-COR CORPORATION.
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208 — FAMOUS RAINCOAT CO. INC. (29
Walker st., New York, 13, N.Y.).

207 — FARM PIPE LINES INC. & (Clorado)
208 — FEUCHTWANGER CORP.

209 — FILTERED RESIN PRODUCTS INC.
& (Baxiey).

210 — FLAMINGO FOAM LTD.

211 — FORD BACON and DAVIS, (2 broad-
way, New York, 6, N.Y.).

212 — FORUM REALTY CO.

213 — FOSTER GRANT INC. (112 West.
34th st, N.Y. 1, N.Y.).

214 — FOOTHILL ELECTRIC CORPORA-
TION ELECTRICAL CONTRACTING

315 — PRANKLIY REAL ESTATE CO.

218 — FREDERICK M. COTTLIEB and CO.
(65 East Washington st. Chicago 2).

217 — FREEDMAN INDUSTRIES INC. (111
Columbus ave, tuckahoe N.Y.).

218 — FREEMAN HF>PERN. ASSOCIA-
ﬁA()m madispn strect, New York,

219 — FULLCUT MANUFACTURER INC.
(680 Fifth ave. New York, 38, N.Y.).

220 — GALAXY HOMES.

21 — GAMFWELL CO. INC. A (Masacho-
siteh).

222 — GENERAL PAPER COMPANY.
223 — GENERAL SHOE CORP, (Nashville,
- Tenn).

24 — GENERAL TIRE and RUBBER CO.
(Akron, Ohio).

225 — GFORGE CARPENTER and CO. INC.
(401, N, OGDEN, ave, Chicago 22 INli-
anols, US.A.).

226 — GEORGE EHRET CO0. INC. (11 West
£2nd st., N.Y. 36).

227 — GILPIN CONSTRUCTION CO. LTD.
228 — GLAZIER CORP. i (Dilaweer).

239 — GLENCO. (212 durham ave.,, metu-
. chen, New York),

230 — GLICIMAN CORP. (Glikman build-
" ings 801, fifth, Avenue and 42nd., str.
New York, 17, N.Y, US.A.).



231 — GLENOIT MILLES INC. N.Y. et sts
Industries sont & : (Tarporo, &
Carolina).

232 — GOLDEN BEAR OIL COMP,

233 — GORELLE BAGS INC. (14 East 32
st. N.Y. 16, N.Y.).

234 — GOTHAM KNITTING. MILLS INC.
(1407, Broadway New York City).

235 — GOTHAM KNIT TOGS, INC, (1407,
Bruadway, New York, 4, N.X.).

238 — GRANCO PRODUCTS INC. &
(Maryland).

237 — GREEN LEAF TEXTILES CORP.
§2§’5-27. Fourth ave. New York 3,
Y.).

238 — GRESCA CO. INC. (11 cighth ave.
NY. 11, NY).

239 — GRISTEDE BROS INC. (160, brox-
dale, bronx New York, US.A.).

240 .~ GRUNER and CO. (1239 broadw:y.
N.Y. 1).

#41 — GULTON INDUSTRIES INC. (212
DURHAM Ave., Mctuchen, New
Jersey).

242 — GYPSUM CARRIER INC.

M43 — HARRIS and FRANK SOUTHERN,
(California).

244 — HAKROP CERAMIC SERVICE CO.
(33 East Gay, at., Columbus, 15 Ohio).

248 — HARRY BRAGER and CO. (60 Wall
at, New York). — suc A WASHING-
N : (suc. 1218, 16th st., NW,,
Washington D.C.) — SONURAI nom :
BRAGLR, CO.

46 — HARLEY DMPORTS, INC.

247 — HARRY WINSTON INC. (718 Fifth
ave. N.Y.).

M8 — HARVILLL CORPORATION (1410,
Broadway, New York, 18, N.Y.).

249 — HASSENFELD BROTHERS PENCIL
(é)).. connu encore : EMPIRE PENCIL

0

250 — H.C. BOHACK C0. INC.

351 — HEGEMAN-HARRIS CO. (30 Rocke-
feller plaza, New Yorx, 20, N.Y.).

252 — HELENA ROBENSTINE.

253 — HELENE CURTIS INTERNATIO-
NAL. (S.A. Chigago 39, Illinois 4401).
(w. North, Avenue),

254 — HENNINGER BREWERY INTERNA-
TIONAL CORP. (New York).

250 — HENRY J. KAISER.

256 — HERBERT MARMOREK and SON.
(2153, 78th st. Brooklyn 14, N.Y.).

257 — HERMAN HOLLANDER INC.
(N.Y.C.N.Y)).

258 — H.M. WILSON OPEMTION.

259 — H.M. GRAUER, 15 West 47th, st
N.Y,, 36).

260 — HOLYLAND MARBLE GRANITE
INC. (250, West, 57th, N.Y. 19),

' 261 — HOLLY CARBURATOR COMPANY.

262 — THE HOME INSURANCE CO. (1511
K. street, N.W, Washington, D, C).

263 — HORNELL DREWING CO. INC.
264 — HORNELL BEERS INC.
285 — H.8. CAPL_IN.

266 — HUDSON PULP and PAPER CORP.
(N.Y.C. N.Y.) et ses industries sont

.
.

~—- Pine bluff — arkanansas
— Augusta — MAINE,
—~ Carteret — New Jersey
— Welisburg — W, Virginia.
267 — HOUSE WORSTED TEX INC.
ZBQ ~— HY. SPECTORMAN (246-22, 57th,
DRIVE donglaston 62, N.Y.).
269 — (1.CO.A.) ISRAEL CORP. OF AME-
RICA (18 east, 41, st., N.Y,, 17).
270 — IMPERIAL EXPORT (44 White hall
st., New York, N.Y.).

271 — IMPORTED BRANDS INC. (42 West
22nd, st. New, York, 10, N.Y.).

272 — IMPORT FROM ISRAEL (2634,
Broadway N.Y. 25, N.Y.).

273 — IMPORTED GLASS CO. (121 Laur-
ence ave. brooklyn, New York).

274 — INDIANA FRANKLIN REALTY INC

275 — INDIANA aend MICHIGAN ELECT-
RIC CO.



276 - INDUSTRIAL FINANCE CORP.
277 — INSTRUMENT SYSTEM CORP.

278 — INTERCONTINENTAL IMPORTES
aNC. (0840, dexter Bivd. ine. Detroit,
6, Mich,, U.SA.).

219 — INTERCONTINENTAL TRANSPOR-
TATION CO. INC. & (New York).

280 — INTERNATIONAL LATEX CORP.
(New York).

281 — INTERNATIONAL PAPER CO. (220
east, 420d. ST. N.Y. 17, N.Y,).

482 — INTERNATIONAL PIPE and CERA-
MIC8 CORP. (east, ownnge New Jer-
sey, Connuavant : THE LOCK JOINT
PIPE CO.

283 — INTEROCEAN ADVERTISING
‘ CORP. & (New York).

284 — INTEROCEAN RADIO CORP. i
(Illinots), :

285 — JSAAC J. SHALOM and Co. INC. (411
fifth ave, N.Y.C.).

288 — ISADORE ASH (1024, 1026, FORBES
st., pittsburgh, 19, PA., USA.).

287 — ISRAEL AMERICAN INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT BANK LTD,

" 288 — ISRAEL AMFRICAN OIL CO.

280 — ISRAEL AMERICAN SHIPPING
: COMPANY N.Y.

200 — IBRAEI. ART CRAFT IMPORTING
CO. INC. (1005 FILBERT st., Phila-
delphia P.A.).

291 — ISRAEL COINDISTRIBUTOR CORP.
(327, fourth, ave., N.Y.).

22 — ISRAEL CREATIONS INC. (55 West
42 st., New York, 36 N.Y., US.A.).

23 — ISRAEL DESIGNS (1801, Gilbert st.,
Philadelphia 50, P.A., USA.).

28 -- ISRAEL ECONOMIC CORP. (400 ma-
dison avenue N.Y. 17, N.Y.). Connu
:;:l'{':' ¢ PALESTINE ECONOMIC

206 — ISRAEL PHILATELLO AGENCY IN
- AMERICA INC

200 — IRRAKL GLOVES INC. (18 West
37th, st. New York, 18, N.Y., U.S.A.).

297 — ISRAEL IMPORT COMPANY (1385
~ N. North, branch strost Chicsgo, 22,
Iitinois, White 1iall, 3, 1308).

208 — ISRAEL INVESTORS CORP, 4 (New
York).

209 — ISRAEL NUMISMATIC SERVICE
(115, West, 30th, st., N.Y,, 1, M.Y.).

300 — ISRAEL PURCHASING SERVICES
INC. (17, cast 71, st. N.Y., 21, N.Y.).

301 — ISRAEL PHILATELIC AGENCY IN
AMERICA INC. (115 West 30th, st.,
NY.1,NY.).

1302 — ISRAEL RAZOR BLADE CO. (33

West 46th, st., New York, City).

303 — ISRAEL RELIGIOUS ART INC. (43
‘West 61, st., New York).

304 — ISRAEL WINE LTD. (289 madison
’ ave. New York, 17, N.Y.).

305 — {gﬁm PLASTICS INDUSTRIES

308 — JAQUES TORWZNER and CO. (2
- West 46, st., N.Y.C, N.Y.).

307 ~ JACQUITH CARBIDE DIE CORP.

308 — JEFFERSON TRAVIS INC, (32 Ross
st., Brookiyn, N.Y.).

34 —- JERRY SILVERMAN INC.
310 — JERY MARKS INC.

811 — JESSOP STEEL C0. INC. (Green, st.,
West Washington, Washington P.A.
Washington Country, US.A.).

312 — J, GERBER & CO. (855, 6th ave. New

York, U.S.A.).

313 — JM. COOK et CO. (World trade center
Houston, Texas, US.A.)e

314 — JOSEPH E. SEAGR & SONS INC.
(375, Park avenue, M City, UBA.).

315 — J. LEVINE RELIGIOUS - SUPPLIES
INC. (73 Norfolk st., N.Y.).

316 — JORDAN MANUFACTURING CORP.
(1410, Broadway, New York 18).

317 — JOSAM TAILORS INC. & Pensylvania,

318 — JOSEPH BANCROMT AND SONS
Q0. (Banco Co.). (1430 Broagway,
New York, N.Y.).

318 — THE JOSEPH MEYERHOFF COR.
PORATION. .

320 — JOSEPH SAVION (30 Wost 47 st.,
(Room 707) Now York).



321 — JULIUS KLEIN PUBLIC RELA-
TIONS (Chigago).

332 —— JUNIORIT INC. (1407, Broadwsy,
. New York, 18, N.Y.).

323 — KAISER ENGINEERS INTERNA-
TIONAL (Kaiscr center 300, Lakes,
Jde drive Oakland 12, California,
U.S.A.), connu sous ces deux noms :
1 — KAISER ENGINEERING OF
CALIFORNIA,

3 — KAISER ENGINEERS OF
OAKLAN CALIFORNIA.

324 — KAISER AIRCRLAFT et ELECTRO-
NICS DIVISION.

325 — KAISER FRAZER, connu encore
(KAISER INDUSTRIES CORP.),

328 — KAISER JEEP CORP. connu avant
WILLY S OVERLAND CORP.

327 — KAISER AIRCRAFT and ELECTRO-
NICS DIVISION.

828 — KAISER ALUMINUM and CHEMI-
CAL CORP.

329 —- KAISER BAUXITE CO.

330 — KAISER BROADCASTING
DIVISION.

931 — KAISER CENTER INC.

-833 — KAISE™ COMMUNITY HOMES,
333 — XAISER ELECTRONICS INC
33 — KAISER ENGINEERS DIVISION.

335 — KAISER ENGINEERS INTERNA-
- TIONAL DIVISION,

338 — KAISER FOUNDATION HOSPITALS

837 — KAISER FOUNDATION HEALTH
PLAN INC.

- 308 «—— KAISER FOUNDATION SCHOOL C

: NURSING.

330 — KAISi. FOUNDATION MEDICAL
CARE PROGRAM.

340 — KAISER GYPSUM CO, INC.
M1 — KAISER HAWAII-KAI DEVELOP-
. MENT

342 — KAISER MANJFACTURING CORP.
343 — KAISER METAL PRODUCTS CORP.

344 — KAISER SAND GRAVEL: AND
DIVISION,

345 — KAISER SERVICES.

348 — KAISER STEEL CORP.

347 — KANAUHA VALLEY POWER CO.
348 — KAUFMAN BROS. (Virginia).

349 — KENILWORTII PARK INC,
(Washington D.C.).

350 — KENSINGTON REALTY CO. INC.

3f1 — KENNEDY CABOT and CO. (460
Wilschire Blvd., Beverly Hills, Calif.).

352 — KENNEBEC PULP a~d PAPER
DIVISION.

353 — KENNEDY GALLERIES INC. (13
east, 58 st., New York).

3854 — KENSINGTON REALTY CO. INC.
355 — KENTUCKY POWER CO.

358 — KEYSTONE CONTROLS CORI™.
(Newark, New Jersy).

- 857 — KINGSPORT UTILITIES INC.

358 — KLUGER ASSOCIATES INC. (250,
West, 59 st., New York, 19, N.Y.).

359 — KLUTZINCK ENTERPRISES (1 cast
waker drive, Chigago, Illinois).

360 — KOOK H and CO. INC. & (New York)

361 — KORDAY FASHIONS INC. (1407,
B:oadway, New York City).

363 — KO&DEEN MANUFACTURING CO.
IN

363 — KRAUS BROTHERS and CO. INC.
‘ (1420, south, penn, square Philadel-
phis, 2, UB.A)).

804 — LAZARD FRFRES, (44 Wall sircet,
New York, N.Y.).

305 — LEEDS MUSIC GDRPORAT(ON [t
W, 48th ot., N.Y, 36, N.Y.).

366 — LEE FILTER CORP. (101, Talmadge
road, N.Y, USA)).

367 — LEIDESDORF FOUNDATION INC.
(100 caat, 42nd, strect).

388 — LEMAYNE LTD. (85 MC. allister :t..
San Francisco, California).

309 — LEON ISRAEL and BROTRHERS, (160
California st., San Francisco).



370 — LEONARD CONSTRUCTION CO.
INC, & (Chigago, lllinois).

371 — LOAN CORPORATION LTD.

372 — LEUMI FINANCIAL CORP. (60 wall
street, New York, N.Y.).

373 — LEWIS PRODUCTS CO.

374 — LEWIT YARN CO. (1170, Broadway,
New York, 1, NY., US.A).

376 - LEYLAND MOTORS (US.A.).

376 — L.H, LINCOLN CORP. SAN FRAN-
CISCO CAUF.

377 — LICENSING DI"IISION and BOTANY
PRODUCTS CORI',

378 '~ LIBERTY INDUSTRIAL PARK
. CORP.

376 — LOCHWOOD APARTMENTS INC.
380 — LOCK JOINT AMERICA INC.

381 — LOCK JOINT PIPE CO. (Sherman
Concrete Pipe Co.) & Portorico). -

382 — LOEWENGART and CO. LTD. (42"
Park, ave. s0., New York, 16, N.Y.
U.8A).

383 — THE LOOK JOINT PIPE CO. (Fast
orange New Jerscy) connu : INTER-
NATIONAL PIPE and CERAMIC.

38¢ — JLONDON STAR DIAMOND CO. (New
: York), INC. (133 West 50th strect,
New York City, New York, 10020,

15th floor).

385 — LORCA INC. (1384 Broadway, New
York 18, N.X.).

886 — LORD and BISHOP INC. &
(Saeramonto).

387 — LORD and TAYLOR CO.

388 — L. BONNEBORN 80ONS IN.. — SON-
NEBORN ASSOCIATES PETROL-
~-IUM CORP.

388 — LUNA DUVAL INC. A (Now York).

30 — LYONS IMPORYY EXPORT CO. INC.
(250, t)mh. avenue, New York 1, N.Y.,

381 — MAOCO CORP. (7844 E, Rosccrans
Bivd., Cicar, Water st., Paramont Cali-

2332 — MACCO REALTY COMPANY, &
(Baramont).
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393 — MACHINERY TRADING CORP.

384 — MACKINTOSH, HEMPHILL CO. &
{Dibawer).

395 — MARITIME OV "RSEAS CORP. (511,
fifth avenue New York).

386 — MARQUETTE TOOL MANUFAC-
TURING CO, INC.

397 — MARTIN INTERNATIONAL (30 W,
89th, st., New York 18, N.Y.).

308 — MARTIN WOLMAN and CO.
399 — MARMARA PETROLEUM CORP.

400 — MASSACHUSSETS MUTUAL LIFE
INSURANCE CO. (1205 Stags street
spring field, Mass, US.A). ct s
branche & Washington : (777, 14th
.and H, street, N.W., Washington D.C.)

401 — MATTIQUE LTD.

402 — MATZ STYLE INC. (22 West 32nd,
st. New York, 1, N.Y)).

403 — MAY FAIR TRADING CO. (381, I'ark
ave. south, New York, 16, N.Y.).

404 — MEDITERRANEAN AGENCIES.
405 — MEDITERRANEAN ING.

406 — MERITT - CHAPMENT and SCOTT
INC. (350, 5th, ave, New York).

407 — MERK ROSS & CO. (167 first #t. San
Prancizco, Orlifornia).

408 — METALOCK REPAIR SERVICE.

409 — MW ROPOLTS BREWFRY OF JER-
, SEY INC. (1024 Lambert st., Trenton,
New York).

410 -~ M FIRESTONE CO.INC. (22 W. 40th,
© NY,, 38, NY.). .

411 — M. HAUSMAN nd SONS INC.

412 — MILFS CALIRORINIA CO. & (Los
Angekos, California).

413 — MW.FS CHEMICALS CO. & (Elkhart,
Indiana).

414 — MILES INTERNATIONAL
ELKHART & (Indians.).

415 — MILES LABORATORIES INC. A
(Eikhart, Indians).

416 ~ MILES LABORATORIES PAN AME-
RICAN INC. & (Elkhart, Indians).



417 — MILES PRODUCTS & (Elkhart,
Indiana) ct Posséde deux branches a :

1 — Zceland.
2 — Clitten New Jersey, &
Mitchigan, i

418 — MILTON J, FISHER.

419 — MILTENBERG & SAMTON INC.
— IOYLut 40lh strect, New York 16
— 15 Moors st. New York, 4 N.Y.

420 — MINKUS MIDWEST INC. (Chicago,
Illinois).

421 — MINKUS PUBLICATIONS INC. (115,
West 30th st, N.Y,, 1, N.Y).

422 — MINKUS STAMP AND COIN CO.
- (Philadelphis, ¥.A.).

423, — MITSUBISHI MONSANTO CHEMI-
CAL CO

423/ — MITSUBISHI CHEMICAL IND.

424 — M, LAWENSTEIN and SON INC.
(1430 Broadway, New York, 18, N.Y.)

425 — ML. ROTHSCHILD CO. (Chigago).

428 — MOLLOR DEE TEXTILE CORP.
(Dclawarc).

427 — MONARCH FTRE INSURANCE CO.

428 .— MONARCH WINE CO. LTD., (4500
sccond avenue Brooklyn 32, N.Y,,
U8.A).

429 — MONSANTO CHEMICAL COMPANY.
(800 Lindbrgh rd., ccor, olive st. rd.)
1700-24-50, 2nd st

— MANSANTO EXPORT CO. INC. &
(Saint louis).

431 — MANSANTO IBERICA 8.A,

432 — MANSANTO INTERNATIONAL
FINANCE COMPANY.

433 — MONSANTO RESEARCH CORP. &
*(Saint louls).

434 — MOORE and THOMPSON PAPER CO.

435 — MORGENSTEIN INC, (580 fifth ave.,
: New York, 10, N.Y.).

430 — MORTGAGE et SAVIHS BANK
‘L

437 — MOTOROLA COMMUNICATIONS
ELECTRONICS INC,

438 — MOTOROLA INC.

439 — MOTOROLA QVERSEAS CORPD.
(4545 W., Augusta blu Chigago 51,
Illinois).

440 — MUSHER FOUNDATION (250 West
857th street, New York).

441 — NANNEITE CASHMIRES INC,
(1410, Broadway, New York, 18,
NY).

442 — NASSAU BRASSIERE CO.

443 — NATIONAL BREWERY LID.

. 444 — NATIONAL STEEL AND SHIP-

BulLuinG CU.

445 — NATIONAIL. STEEL et TIMPLATE
WAREHOUSE INC,

446 — NATIONAL DYNAMICS CORP. (220,
east 23rd, N.Y., 10, N.Y.).

447 — THE NATIONAL PLASTIC PRO-
DUCTS CO. (Odentor, Marylaund).

448 — NATIONAL SHOE PRODUCT CO.
49 — l’(\YxI)\TION STEEL et SHIP BUILDING

.

450 — NEW ENGLAND MUTUAL L1Fz
INSURANCE CO. (501, Boylston
street, boston 17, massachusciies), ot
sa branche & Washiugton (720, Wood-
\l\)rnc‘rv.; building, 15th street, Washington

451 — NEW WEST OPTICAL CO. (280 W.st
Tth, st, Los Angclos, California,
© US.A).

452 — NEW YORK MERCHANPISE CO.
INC. (52-46, W. 23, rd., 5i, New York,
16, N.Y, U.S.A).

453 — NILES and BEMENT FOND CO.

454 — NITRO INDUSTRIES CORP. & (Nitro
West Verginia).

455 — NORTH POINT LAND CO.

456 — OCEAN CLIPPERS INC. a (New
York).

457 — OCEAN TRANSI'OPTATION 4 (New
York).

458 — OFER STYLE (1182, Broadway, New
York City, _U.S.lL).

459 — CHAWA HYDRAULIC SILICA &
(Chigago).

400 — OIIIO POWER CO.

461 — THE OLYMPIC GLOVE CO. INC. (95,
Madison, ave., New York, 16, N.Y.).



462 — CMNI FABRICS, (460, Park ave.,
south, New York, 16, N.Y.).

463 — ORCO INDUSTRIES LTD. (Miami,
¥iorida).

464 — ORIENTAL EXPORTERS LTD.

465 — ORISCO CORP.

468 — ORLITE ENGINEERING CORP.

467 — OVERSEAS DISCOUNT CORP. (61,
Broadway N.Y,, 6, N.Y.)..

468 — PACIFIC DIAMOND CO. (657, mis-
sion st., San Francisco, §, California).
et ses divers branches comme la bran-
che & (Arizona) : (305, Goodrich Bidg.
Pheenix Arizona).

469 — PACIFIC CRANE and RIGGING CO.

-~ INC. d (Baramont).

470 — PACIFIC DREDGING CO, (14408,
Paramount Blwd., Paramount).
471 — PACIFIC GYPSUM CO.

472 — PAGODA ARTS CO. (51, Aster drive,
New Hyde, Park, New York).

473 — PALESTINE ENDOWMENT FUNDS
INC. (30 Board, street N.Y.C.).

474 — THE PALESTINE ECONOMIC CORP.
U.S.A. (1400, Madison avenue N.Y. 17,
N.Y. — 218 cust 41, st, New York,
17, N.Y.).

475 — PAMA PROPERTIES INC. (New
Jarsey). :

476 — PANTO MINES INC. (1407, Broadway
New York, City).

477 — PAVELLE TRADING CO. (220 West

42nd, st. N.Y,, 38, N.Y.).
478 — P.E.C. DIAMOND CORP. (N.Y.C.
).

479 — PELTOURS.

480 — PERMANENTE CEMENT CO.
481 — PENSYLVANIA COAL ot COKE.
482 — PERMANENTE SERVICES INC

483 — PERIIANENTE SERVICES OF
HAWAIL INC,

48¢ — PERRINE REALTY INC.

483 — PENNSBURG CI OTHING CO. A
(Philadelphis).

488 — PENN MrT(AL LIFE INSURANCE
{534, Waiunt, strect Philauciphia
"Pennsylvania, US.A ).

T4-71720-76 -1
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487 — PENNSYLVANIA DIVISION.
488 — PHILIPP BROS FOR EAST CORP.
489 — PHILIPP BROS INC.

4980 — PHILIPP BROS ORE CORP. (70 pine
st, N.Y, 5, NY.). ‘

491 — PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL
INVESTMENT CORP.

492 — PHILADELPHIA NATIONAL BANK.

493 — PHIL SILVER CO. (c/o0 C.B.S. studios
Hollywood, California).

494 — PHOENIX ASSURANCE CO.

495 — PHOENIX MUTUAL LIFE, INSUR-

) ANCE CO. (79 e!m street, hartfo, rd.
. 15, Connecticut, U.S.A.).

498 — PHONOVISION CORP. i (Jllinois).

497 — PILOT RADIO CORP. (N.Y.C, N.Y.).

498 — PIONNER WOMEN'S LABOR ZJION-
IST ORGANIZATION OF AMERICA
(29 east 22ndetreet, New York 10).

499 — PIONEER WOMEN'S COMMERCIAL
BONDS OF ISRAELI GOVERNMENT

500 — PLASTIMOLD CORP. & (Masyostch).
501 — PLAX CORPORATION.
502 — PLAYTEX.

503 — PORTLAND COPPER snd TANK
WORKS INC. & (south Portland).

504 — POTTER and JOHNSTON CO.
%05 — PRATT and WHITNEY CO. INC.
506 — PREMIER INDUSTRIES.

506/b — PRINCETCN KNITTING MILLS INC
507 — QUINEY COMPRESOR DIVISION.
508 — QUICK WAY TRUCK SHOUEL.

509 — QUIET HEET MANUFACTURING
CORP. & (Ncw Jersey).

510 — NMEALTON ELECTRONICS CO. 1.TD.
(71, fifth avenuo New York, 3, NY,,
US.A). . :

511 — RALLI BROS (New York) INC.
512 — RASSCO FINANCIAL CORP. (250 W.
§7th, at).

513 — RAS®CO RURAL and SUBURBAN
SETTLEMENT CO. 1.TD {'adresse du
bureau principale : (11 Woest 42 st.,
New York, N.Y., US.A.).



514 — PAULAND CORP. OF CHIGAGO.

515 — REPUBLIC CORP. (4024, Radford
avenuo north, Holliywood, California).

516 — REPUBLIC PRODUCTIONS CORP.
(4024 Radford svenue north,
Hollywood, Califo.~ia).

517 — REPUBLIC PRODUCTIONS INC.

5§18 — REPUBLIC PICTURES INTERNA-
~ TIONAL CORP. (1024, Radford ave-
nu¢ north, Hollywood, California).

519 — REYNOLDS CONSTRUCTION CORE.
(120 Wall st., N.Y. 5, N.Y, & New
York). Hill Building Washington 6).

520 — REYNOLDS FEAL CORP. (120, Wall
. st, NY, 5, NY).

521 — RH. COLE and CO. LTD.
522 — THE RICHELIEU CORP.

§23 — RIO DE LA PLATA TRADING CORP
(15 White Hall st.,, N.Y.).

524 — RIPELY SHOE PRODUCTS CO.

525 — ROBERT R. NATHAN ASS. INC.

: (1218, 16th, st., FI. W., Washington).

526 ~— ROB!NSON INDUSTRIES CORP. 434,

52, nd. strect, Wost New York, New

Jeney

527 — m)nmsou - ANTON TEXTILE CO.

4 INC. (New Jersey).

828 — ROBINSON TEXTILE CO. (New
Jorsey).

820 ~~ ROCKWOOD SPRINKLER.

8§30 — ROGORIN INDUSTRTES LTD.
BEAUNIT MILLS INC. (New York).

831 — l;'OgEARGI INC. WAYNESVILLE,

532 — ROTHLEY INC. (160, Madison avenue

... N.Y.) sa branche & Chigago porte le

" mime nom (307, West Vam, buren st.,
Cligago, 111).

683 —— RUBDER CO. OF CHELSWA, MASS.
. . eonmy mainterant «- AMPRICAN BIL-
TRITE RUBBER CO. INC.

* .634 — RUDIN NEEDLE CRAPT.

835 — RUSSCO INDUSTRIES INC. (State

‘st 344, Lectonia rd., Columbia, Ohio,
USAL).

536 — SAM DIAMOND KNITTING MILLS
INC. (367, West adams st. Chigago,
6-111, US.A).

537 — SAMUEL ADIRE (2422, Broadway,
New York, 24, N.Y.).

538 — SAN RAFAEL CAYES INC.

839 — SCHERR TUMICA INC. (st, James
Minnerata, US.A.).

540 — 8.D. LEIDESDORF AND CO.

541 — SEALANES INTERNATIONAL INC.

(Lilinols Chigago)#

542 — SEARS ROERUCK and CO. (925
Shoman ave. Chigago, 111, US.A.).

543 — SENECA MAIL, INC.
544 — SEVEN STARS LINE.

+ 546 — SHACHT STEEL CORP. (465,

Hillsdale ave. hillsdule 5, N.Y., US.A.)
546 — SHARON PALESTINE OIL CORP.

847 — SHAWINIGAN RESINS CORP.
(Spangfild, Masachochiste).

© 048 — SHAWINIGAN CHEMICAL LTD.

849 — SHULSINGER BRPNTHERS (2/E
fourth at., N.Y,, 3, N.Y.).

8§60 — SHUNT LAMP CORPORATION (32-
46-23 rd,, st., New York 10, N.Y.).

531 — SIFREI ISRAEL (158, fifth ave., room
725, New York Lo, N.Y.).

832 — SINCLAIR and VALEN‘HNE INC.
(NYC, NY.).

583 — 8.J. GENACH INC. (2 West 47, th st.
N. X, 36, N.XY.).

584 — SKYE INCORPORATED.

556 — S8.M. ELOWSKY and C0. INC. (1407,
Broadway, New York, N.Y.).

558 — !;'-AA.SOQETE MONSANTO BOUSSIS

857 — SOLCOOR ING (250 West 57th st.
New York 19 .Y.).

568 — THE SOL MANUFACFURING CORP.
530 — SBONNEBORN BROS INC,

8580 — SONNPBORN CHEMICAL and
REFINING CORP.

561 — SONNEBORN INTER AMERICAN
CORP.

562 — SONNEBORN OF MARYLAND.,



563 — SC%UTH BEND MANUFACTURING

564 — SOUTHERN PERMANENTE
S8ERVICES INC.

565 — SOUTHERN SHIPPING CO. (Ocean
terminal Savanah, Georgia, U.S.A.).¢

566 — SOUTHLAND MAIL INC,

807 — SPANEL FOUNDATION.

508 — SPORTEENS INC. (1407, Broadway,
New York, 18, N.Y.).

569 — SPORT TOGS INC. (242, W., 36th at.
New York, City).

5§70 — STANALCHEM INC. (350, Madison
ave, New York 17, N.Y., US.A.).

571 — STANDARD MAGNESIUM and
CHEMICAL.

672 — STANDARD TRIUMPH MOTOR CO.
LTD. US.A.

&73 — STANLY WARNER CORP. (1585
Broadway, New York, 36, N.Y.).

574 — STAPLING MACHINES CO. (31 pine
st. Rockaway, New Jersey).

8§75 — STATE MUTUAL LIFE ASSURANCE
CO. OF AMTRICA (440, Lincoin str.
Wercester Mass., U.8.).

876 — STEARMS ROGER CORP. (860 Ban-
nock st., dencver 2 Colorado, U.S.A.).

877 — STERLING DIE CO.

5678 — STONE and FORSYTH CO. INC.

(350 Book Line st.,, Cambridge 39,
Mass, US.A)). ]

579 — STAUS DUPARGUET INC. (33 cast
17th. st. N.Y,, 11 N.Y.).

880 — SUMMER CHEMICAL CO.
ELKHART & (Indiana).

581 — SUNWZAR INC.

582 — SURION and ISRAEL FOREIGN,
TRADE CREDITS CORP,

" 583 — SURVEYS and RESEARCH CORP.
(1010 vermont avenies N.W,,
Washington 5, D.C. US.A.).

584 — SWISS.ISRAEL TRADE BANK
(Geneva). (20 cxchange place rm
4300-1 N.Y.).

585 — TAKAMINE LABORATORY

CLIFTON, (New Jersey).
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586 — TALLER AND COOPER INC. (83,
front strect Brooklyn 1, New York).

587 — TARO PHARMACEUTICAL C0. (G6
eastern Parkway, Brooklyn, N.Y.).

588 — TARTAN HOMES._

589 — TATRA SHEEP CHEASE CO. (22
Harrison at.,, N.Y,, 13, N.Y.).

590 — TEL AVIV IMPORTING CORP. (47
essex st., N.Y., 2, N.Y.).

8§91 — THREE LIONS INC. PUBLISHERS
(545 fifth, New York 17, N.Y.).

5982 — TINAGARA NOVELTIES INC.

683 — TITAN MANUFACTURING CO. INC.
(701 seneca st., buffala 10, N.Y.)..

594 — TITAN SALES CORP,

595 — TOLEDO-MACHINE AND TOOL CO.
LTD. (Tolido, Ohlo).

596 — TOPPS CHEWING GUM INC. (237,
37th strect, Brooklin 32, New York).

597 — TORCZYNER M. and CO. INC. (570
fifth ave.,, N.Y,, 36, N.Y.).

598 — TOWN-MOOR, INC. (205 West 3Tth,
st. New York, 18, N.Y., US.A).

599 — TOWM snd COUNTRY WEST INC.

600 — TOWN and COUNTRY, WOODMOOR
INC.

601 — TOWN and COUNTRY - YORK, INC.

602 — T. PARKER HOST. INC. (Western
Unio . Building, Morfolk, Virginia,

US.A)e

603 — TRANSCONTINENTAL MUSIC
PUBLICATIONS, (1674, Brosdway,
N.Y., 19, N.Y.).

604 .- TREISSER TOURS, (10 West 47th
st, N.Y, 10, NY)

605 — 'IIEéCOUNTRY SHOPPING CENTER

606 — TUK-TOWN DISTRIBUTORS (23
east 26th st, N.Y. 1, N.Y.).

607 — TUROVER ISADOR.

608 — TUROVER MILL and LUMBER CO.

(2800, 52nd ave., Bladensburg, Mary-
land).

6809 — TWIN BRANCH RAILROAD CO.
610 — TZELL TRAVEL TOURS.



611 — UNELA.

612 — UNION BAG. CAMP. PAPER CORP.
(Woolworth bldg., 233, Broadway
NY., 7, N.Y.).

613 — UNITED ASSOCIATES OF NEW
YORK, connu : AMERICAN - ASSO-
CATES.

614 — UNITED NEAR EAST LABORATO-
RIES.

615 — UNITED STATES NEAR EAST
LABORATORIES, (tencsse).

616 — UNITED STATES GLASS MANU-
FACTURING CO. INC. (32, 46-23 rd.,
st., New York 10, N.Y.).

617 — UNITED SUPPLY and MANUFAC-
: TURING CO.

618 — UNIVERSITY MICROFILM INC.
(ann grbor, Michigan).

619 — .S, WALLBOARD MACHINERY Co.
(00 Broad st., New York).

620 — UTILITY APPLIANCE CORPORA-

TION.
621 — UTILITY APPLIANCE OF LOS
. ANGELOS. .
0623 — VACO FRODUCTS CO. (317, cast
Onterio at.).

623 — VACUMIZER MFG. C'RP.

82¢ — VICTORIA VOGUE INC. (8000,
cooper, Glendale Brooklym, 27, N.Y.).

625 — THIZ VINANGO REFINERY CO.INC.
(Frankiin penna).

628 — VIN'TAGE WINKES INC. (625, West
54, N.Y, 16).

627 — WALKER LAND CO, INC.
628 — WALDMAN ASSOCIATES.

029 — WELBILT CORPORATION (Maspeth
- . 70, Now York).

630 — WELDON MILLS INC.
631 — IIELENA ROBENSTEIN,

032 — WEST COAST LINE INC. (67, Broad
strect, New York, US.A)e

633 — WESTERN WOODS INC.
634 — WEST VIRGINIA POWER CO.
635 — WESTVIE\W APARTMENTS INC.
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636 — KESTVIEW SHOPPING CENTER,
¢,

637 — WHEELING ELECTRIC CO.

638 — W.H. DOUGHERTY and SONS
REFINERY CO. (Perosia, pcnna).

630 — THE WHISTLCLEAN CORP. (404,
4th, ave, N.Y.C.).

640 — WILIELM BAND and CO. (157, divi.
sion ave., Brooklin, 11, N.¥.).

641 — WILLIAMS DIAMOND and CO. (530
W., 6th, street Los Anggoc)n

042 — WILLIAM H. WANAMAKER 4
(Phitadelphia).

643 — WILLYS OVERLAND CORP.
644 — WINCHARGER CORP.
645 — ‘“XI;NDSOR, POWER HOUSE COAL

646 — WINKLER CREDIT CORP,
847 — WITCO CHJEMICAL CO. INC.
648 — K%?DBRIDGE CONSTRUCTION CO.

649 — WOODCRAFT REALTY CO. INC.

850 — XEROX CORPORATION (Midtown,
Tower, Roochoester, New York).

651 — YASKI CORP. (550 teuth ave, New
York).

652 — ZENITH ELECTRONICS CORP.

653 — ZENITH HEARING AID SALES
CORP. (lllinois).

654 — ZENITH-RADIO CORP. (1900 North

Austin avenue Chigago, I'linois 606, 30)
855 — ZENITH RADIO CORP. OF

CALIFORNIA,

656 — ZENITH RADIONICS CORP. OF
ILLINOIS.

657 — ZENITH RADIO CORP. OF
MICHIGAN.

658 — ZENITH RADIO DISTRIBUTING
CORP. & (Ilincis).

659 — ZENITH RADIO RESEARCH CORP.
" & (Califoinia).

660 — ZENITH RADIO RESEARCH CORP.
(UK.) LTD.

661 — ZENITH SALES CORP. (Chigago).



602 — ZIM, ISRAEL AMERICAN LINES.
063 — ZOLER CASTING CO.

664 — A. ASCH CO. (375 Park avenue, New
York, 10022). :

665 — ACCURATE MANUFACTURING CO.
(44 Hepworth place Garficld, New
Jersey).

668 — ADMIRATION.

067 — ADVANCE STORES CO. (802, Kern
ave., Roanoke Virginia).

608 — AEROSPACE SYSTREMS DIVISION
(Bedford sirect crossrosds, route 62
and route 3) Burlinglon Missachusetts
01801, P.O. Box 586).

669 — AETNA LIFE et CASUALTY.
670 — THE AETNA CASUALTY et

SURETY.
671 — AINSDROOKE CORP.
872 — AIR-VUE PRODUCTS CORP. .

673 — ALL STATES MANAGEMENT CO.
674 — THE ALGER FUNO INCORP.
675 — ALLIED BIRD CO.

676 — AMERICA and ISRAEL GROWTH
FUND INC,

-677 — AMERICAN BANK and TRUST (70
Wall strect, N.Y.C.). “

878 — AMERICAN BILTRITEE EXPORT
CORP. (22 Willow street. Chelsca
50 mass).

679 — AMERICAN RILLTRITI: RUBBER
' INTERNATIONAL INC.

680 — AMERICAN BIRD CORP.

681 — AMERICAN BIRD FOOD MANUFAC-
TURING CORP’. Connuc auasi :

- AMERICAN BIRD FOOD FRODUCTS

(6600 ., Armitage, Chicago IHinois).

682 — AMERICAN BIRD PRODUCTS.

083 — AMERICAN COMMITTEE FOR
’ BOYS TOWN JISRUSATLM (165, W.
44th. street, New York City).

" 684 — AMERICAN EDUCATIONS INC.
{Columbus Ohio) connue encore :
WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY FRESS.

685 — AMERICAN (Contincntal) CO. OF
JAPON.
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086 — AMERICAN ELECTRO CIEMICAL
INDUSTRIES OF CLEVELAND (601
Rockwell Ave. 1405, east Gth street,
Clevcland, Ohio). -

687 — AMERICAN ISRAEL CULTURAL
FONDATION.

688 — AMERICAN ISRAEL PUBLIC AP-
FAIRS COMMITTEE (A1PAC)

689- — AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE,

. Centre Prineipaie : 3 New York :
institute of human relations 165, cast
86 strcet, New York, N.Y. 10022).

690 — AMERICAN JEWJISH CONGRESS
(Stephen wise congress house 15 cast
48th street New York, N.Y. 10028).

091 — AMERICAN JEWHSH LEAGUE

- FOR ISKRAEL (30 West, 42 strect
N.Y,, N.Y. 10036).

692 — AMERICAN PHHOTOCOPY EQUIP,
MENTS APLECO.

003 — THE AMERICAN ROAI INSURAN-
CE CO. (2000 rotunda drive dearborn
‘Michigan).

604 — AMERICAN 8EED AND FEED PLO-
DUCTS INC.

695 — AMERICAN SHELL PRODUCTS INC
008 — Allg;'RlND SHIPPING CORPORA-
TION«

697 — AMERICAN SO7IETY FOR RELIEF
*and IMMIGRANTSX INC. (New York).
697/b — AMERICAN TECIINION SOCIETY

698 —. AMRRICAN SYNTIHEITC RUBBER
COXP., comnue avaut ; AMERICAN
RUBBER CORP. ¢t son usine & : Ken-
tucky, Lonisville),

699 — AMIRLINE CORP.

700 — AMERICAN TRUST CO.
701 — AMITONE,

702 — AMPAL REALTY CORP.

703 — AMTICO.
703/b — AMUN ISRALL MIOUSING CORP.

704 — ANGLE-TITE.
705 — ANGLIA. -

708 — THE ANN and EDGAR BRONFMAN
) FOUNDATION INC. (375, Park ave,
New York, N.Y.).

707 — ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE OF
" " B'NAI B'RITH,



708 — APPLIANCES BUYERS CREDIT
CORP.

‘709 — APPLIED OPTICS and MECHANICS
INC. (Arcada, California).

- 710 — AQUASOL.
711~ ARDISCO FINANCE.
712 — ARLIDIN. _
713 — ARGUS CHEMICAL CORP.

714 — ASHTON VALVE CO. (48 Kendrick
and dropt street Werntham massa-
chusette).

715 — ASHTON VALVE CO. INC.

716 — ASSOCIATED SPORTSWEAR.

717 — ASTHMA NEFRIN.

718 — ASTROL ELECTRONICS DIVISION.

719 — AUTOLITE DIVISION OF FORD
MOTOR CO.

720 — AZO ENTUSUL | .

721 — B.C. MORTON QRGANIZATION.

722 — B.C. MORTON AGENCY INC.

123 — B.C. MORTON FUND INC.

724 — B.C. MORTON FINANCIAL CORP.

725 — B. YOUNG and CO. OF AMERICA
L1D. :

‘726 — BAKER'S BOTTLE READY,
737 — BAKER'S INFANT FORMULE.
728 — BALTIMORE CLOTHES.

729 — BASIC SYSTEMS INC. (New Yorh)

730 — BAUM YOCQHIM and CO. (810-N-
dearborn ave., Chicago, Illinois).

731 — BEARING INSPECTION INC. (3311,

oast ave., huntlnxton
wg:n‘l:. 00238, US.A), park

733 — BEATRICE POCAHONTAS CO.
(Buchanan country Virginia).

733 — BELCO. PETROLFUM. CO,

" 13 — BELDING CHEMICALS INDUS-
TRIES INC. (1407 Broadway, N.Y.C\).

" 735 — BELDING CORTICLLI FIDER
. GLASS FABRICS INC. (1407, Broad-
wey, NY C).

' 736 — BELDING HAUBMAN FABRICS INC

787 — BELDING HEMINWAY CO. INC.
(1407, Broadway, N.Y.C.).

738 — BELDING REAL ESTATE CORP.
739 — BELL BROTHERS INC,
740 ~~ BELWOOD SHOE MARKERS.

741 — BELMONT LABORATORIES INC.
(Philadolphia Pennsylvania).

742 — BELVEDERE PRODUCTS INC. (125
Columbia ave. Belvedere lillinois).

" 748 — BENNETT CORP. (350, 5th, ave.,

N.Y, NY.C).
744 — BERLAND SHOE CO. (Allen stors).
746 — BI-C.

.746 — BILTRITE.

147 - BLUE RIDGE SHOE CO. (Los
Angelos, California).

748 — BLUSH-ON,

749 — BM.C. SHOE 00.

750 — B'NAI B'RITH.

751 — B'NAI B'RITH IILLEL FOUNDA-
TION.

762 — B'NAI B'RITH REHOVOTH LODGE.
753 — B'NAI B'RITH WOMEN,

™ — BOMY’)PE CO. (1407, Broadway

ok !

755 -~ BONWITTELLER CO.

758 — BNSTON.

7 — lB‘('.)S’I'ON BRITISH PROPERTIES

: TD.

758 — BOTANY BRANDS INC. (350 5th,
ave, NY.C).

759 — BOWLING GREEN MANUFACTUR-
ING CO. -

760 — BRETZMINING CO.

761 - BRITE, GARD.

762 — BOWINT TELLER CO.

763 — BRAGER AND CO.

764 — BRITISH AMERICAN PROPERTIES
INCORPORATED US.A. -

765 BROADCASTING COMMUNICA.
TIONS and ELECTRONICS PROCES-
SING DIVISION.
(510 north lssale sireet Indians polis
Indiana).



. 766 — BRANCO.

767 ~— BROW BEAUTIFULL.
768 — BROWN.VINTERS CO. INC.

769 — BRUNO SCHEIDT INC. (16-22 Hud-
:qm"r Bt. (room 410) New York, 13,
Y.).

770 — BRUSH-ON EYE SHADOW.

771 — BUILDING FRAMES INC. (464 Hill-
side ave. Ifillside N.S.).

172 — BULLDOG.

773 — BUSINESS PRODUCTS and SYS-
TEMS DIVISION (Rochester New
York 14603).

774 — BUTTER-NUT.
175 — BUTTER-NUT FOODS CO.

78 — BYERS A M. INC. (430, Tth ave.,
Pitisburgh P.A)).

77 — CALIENTE, .
778 — CALLANAN SLAG and MATERIAL
CO. INC.

T19 — CALVERT DISTILLING CO.
780 — CAPITAL FOR ISRAEL INC.
781 — CAPITOL PRODUCTS.

782 — CAPRI

783 — CAREWELL TRADING CORP. (1270
6th, Avcnue, (room 2701), N.Y.C.).

78 — CAREY CADILLAC RENTING CO.
(California INC.) (Los Angelcs, Calif)

785 — CATS PAW RUBRER CO. INCORPO.
" (Baltimore, Maryland). .

188 -—— CARLJSLE SHOE CO.
187 —— CENTURY ARMS INCORPORATION

788 — THE CENTRAL QUEENS SAVING-
~ERS (Loan association 86, 22, Broad-
way).

" 789 — CHANDLER EVANS CONTROL
SYSTEM DIVISION (Charter oak
Blvd. Wc.st Hartford Connecticut).

70 — CHARM STEP SHOE CO,
191 — CHESHIRE INC. (Mundelein Illinois)

792 — CHELSFA PUBLISIIING CO. (50 cast
Forham road Bronx N.Y., 10468).

783 -~ CHESMSTONE CORP.
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‘797 — CHIGAGO TRANSPORT

784 — CHEVINAL.
795 — CHIGAGO.

796— CHIGAGO SPECIALTY MANUFAC-
TURING (7500 Linder skokie Illinois)

SERVICE
INC. (lllinois), h

798 — CHIME,

799 — glA—RO-SEARCH, LAS AMERICAN

: A,

800 — CLASSICS INTERNATIONAL CORP.

801 — CLERESPAN,

802 — COASTAL FOOT WEAR CORP, &
(Portorico) .

803 —. COCA-COL.A.

804 — COCA-COLA BOTTLING CO. OF
BALTIMORE (2525 Kirk ave. Baiti-
more Maryland 21218).

805 — COCA-COLA BOTTLING CO. OF
CALIFORNIA (1500 mission street
Ban Francisco,Califo 94101).

808 — COCA-COL.A BOTTLING CO. OF
CHIGAGO.

807 — COCA-COL.A BOTTLING CO. OF
GAN (1440 Butter Worth strect S.W.
Indiana 46400). .

808 — COCA-COLA BOTTLING OF MICHI.
GAN (1440 Butter Worth strect S.\V.
grand rapids Michigan 49501),

809 — COC:.-CCLLA BOTTLING OF NEW
ENGLAND (400 soldicrs ficld road
Boston, Massachusetts 02134).

810 — COCA-COLLA ROTTLING CO. OF
OHIO (78 twin rivers drive scattle
Washington 98122),

811 — COCA-COLA BOTTLING CO. OF
WISCONSIN (424 E. CAPITOL,
DRIVE Milwaukee Wisconsin 53212).

813 — THE COCA-COLA CO. (100 West.,
10th street Wilmington dclaware,
US.A.).

813 — COCA-COLA EXPORT CORP.

814 — COCA-COLA INTER AMERICAN
-CORP. (515 Madison Ave., New York
N.Y.).

815 — ONCA.COLA INTFRNATIONAT,

. CORP. (100 . 10th strect Wilming-
ton, delaware),



816 — COKE.
817 — COLDSPOT.
818 — TOLORSILK PERMANENT HAIRS,

819 — COLT'S INC. FIRE ARMS DIVISION
(Hysh;);)o Ave. Hartford eonnceticut.
Woest Hartford connecticut). _

820 — COLUMBIA AQUARIUM INC.
821 — COMET.

822 — COMMUNICATION SYSTEMS
DIVISION.

823 — CONCORDANT CO. LTD.
824 — CONLECO.

825 — CONNECTICUT GENERAL LIFE IN-
g;’ll;g)NCE CO. (Hartford connecticut

826 — CONNECTICUT MUTUAL LIFE IN-
SURANCE CO. (140 garden street
hartfoid Connecticut).

827 — CONSEJO DE LA EDUCATION
. (ISRAELITA) (Vaohajinuj),

828 — CONSEJO EJECUTIVO DE LA CON-
GRESO JUDIO MUNDIAL PARA

ANNE LATINA,
829 .— CONSTANCE SPRAY.
830 — CONSUL.

831 — CONSERVE RUDBER 0. (392 pearl
strest Malkden Massachusctte).
et ses deux suc. : & California (284
harbor way south San Francisco Cali-
fornia et & Illinois (2000 Mannheim
merioso pak, Illinois).

832 — THE 721 CORPORATION.

833 — CORSAIR.

834 — OORTICELLI REAL ESTATE CORP.
(1407 Broadway N.Y.C).

835 — CORTINA.

838 — CORWEL.

837 — COUNCIL OF JEWISH FEDERA-
TION AND \WELFARE FUNDS,
CIFWP, (315 park Avenue south New
York, New York 10010).

838 — COVER GIRL SHOE CO.

839 — CREATOLS (CANADA) LTD.
i TORONTO ONTARIO CANADA.
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840 — CROSBY VALVE and GAGE INC.
(43 Kendrick and Depot street went.-
ham, Massachusctts),

841 — CURTIS INDUSTRIES.

842 — CURTIS NOLL _CORP. (3915 st. clair
Ave. Cleveland Ohio 44134 connue
susal : OHIO FORGE and MACHINE.

843 — CUYAHOGA CORP,
844 — CUYA HOGA LIME CO.
845 — CYCLONE,

846 — DAIPER-SIL CREME.

847 — DAN HOTEL CORP. N.Y. (120 cast
50th N.Y.).

848 — DAYCO CORPORATION OHIO NEW
YORK — connue aussi ;: DAYTON
RUBBER CR.

849 — DBI
850 — DEAR BORN FORM EQUIPMENT.

851 — DOFT and COMPANY (40 will street
New York §, N.Y., US.A.).
wl/beOMlNION.SHOE CO0.

852 — DONNER HANNA COKE CORP.
(Buffalo, N.Y.),

853 — DONOVAN.
854 — DOUGLAS SHOE (0.
855 — THE DOUGLAS F'UND INCORP.

856 — DUNCAN FOODS CO0. (Houston,
Tcxas).

837 — EAGLE INC. (800 n.E. second Avenue
Miami, Florida, U.S.A )0

858 — E.C. BAUM and ASSOCIATES (510
N. dearborn Chigngo, lillinois).

880 — E.J. KORVETTE (1180 Avenue of the
Américas New York, 10038).
Nom Commercinl de la soc. Américaine
8PARTANS INDUSTRIES INC.

860 — EAGLE SIIIPPING INC. (2060 Tally-
rand Avcnue Jach:sonville florids,

USA)e
861 — EASTERN SHOE MANUF,
862 — ECCO. - '

883 — ECONOLINE,

864 — EDUCATION DIVISION (600 Madi-
son avenue N.Y., 10022).

865 — ELCO CONNECTORS.



860 — ELCC CORP.

867 — ELCO PACIFIC,

808 — ELECIRIC EQUIPMENT CO. (63
curlew strect rochester N.Y.). Connue
sous Ics deux noms

1 — NORRY EQUII'MENT.
2 — NORRY ELECTRIC CORP.

80V — ELECTRIC MOTOR OF ROCHESTER
N.Y. '

870 — ELECTRO FKASHCOTE.

871 — ELCO HUNTINGTON CORP.

872 — ELECTRO PAINTLOK.

873 — EILCO DISTRIBUTOR DI1VISION.
874 — ELECIRO ZINCBOND,

875 — ELCO OPTISONIES DIVISION.

816 — ELECTRONIC COMPONENTS AND
DEVICES (415 south fifth street lari-
son New Jerscy).

817 — ELICTRONIC COMPONENTS AND
DEVICES DIVISION (1351 Roosevelt
Avenue Indianapolis, Indiana).

878 — ELECTIRONIC COMPONENTS AND
DEVICES (front and cooper street,
camden New Jeracy).

870 — LLECTRONIC FILMS INC.
(Burlington Massachusselts).

879/b —ELECTRONIC-OPTICAL SYSTEMS
INC. PASADENA, CALIF.

880 — ELECTRUNITE.

881 — ELLIOT PUBLISHING CO. INC.

882 — ELOX (DIVISION)} LLOX NO-WEAR

883 — ELTRA CORPQRATION.

884 — ELCO INTERNATIONAL CORP.

885 — ELCO MEDWEST,

886 — EMERSON RADIO INTERNATIO-
NAL CORD. (680, 5th, ave. New York

_N.Y., 10022) connue aussi : EMER-
SON RADIO EXPORT CORP.

© 887 — EMHART CORP, (R30 Cottage Ojrove
rondd) Connue Maintenant ;
AMERICAN HARDWARE CORP.

888 — EMU.
889 — ENCYCLOPEDIA JUDAICA INC.
800 — ENAMULITE.

891 — ENCYCLOPAKDIA JUNDAICA
RESEARCH FOUNDATION.

892 — ENDURO.
893 — I&‘JGLISH AMERICAL TAILORING

804 — ENGINEERING and RiESEARCH
CENTER.

895 — ENTUSUL.

896 — LTLRNA ¢27» CYCLE OF BEAUTY
TREATMENT.

897 — EVAN PICONE, INC.

: (1407 Broadway N.Y.C.).

808 — EVAN PICONE, INC. (7020 Kennedy
Bivd. North Dergen, New Jerscy).

890 — EVELETH TACONITE CO.
(Duluth, Minnesota).

‘900 — EXPORT PROCUREMENT CORP.

(99 Park Avenue, N.Y. 1),

901 — FAIRBANKS MORSE INTERNATIO-
NAL PUMP. DIVISION, COLT IN.
DUSTRILES INC. (Glen Rock, New
Jersey, US.A).

902 — FAIRBANKS MORSK POWER
SYSTEM DIVISION (710, Lawton
Avenue Beloit, Wisconsin),

803 —— FAIRRBANKS MORSE PPUMI DIVI.
SION (3601 - Kansas Avenue Kansas
City - Kansas).

904 — FAIRBANKS MORSE WEIGTHING
BYSTFM DIVISION, (19-01 Jersey St.
Johnsburg Vermont, East Moline
Illinois).

905 — FA.RLANE,

008 —— FALCONS.

907 — FAMOUS AUTHORS LTD.
908 — FANTA.

909 — FARROWTEST.

910 — FEDERACION SIONISTA. UNIVER-
SITARIA, :

911 — FEDERACION SIONISTA,
REVISIONISTA.

912 — FEDERATION OF JEWISII
PHILANTHROPIES OF NEW YORK.

913 — FEMICIN.

914 '— FERROLEORD.

015 — FIAMMA.

916 — FIDUCIA INCORPORATED.



017 — FIDELITY MUIUAL LIFE INSUR-
ANCE €O. (The Parkway & Fair-
moxbnt Av. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
19101.

918 —— FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
GROWETIH FUNDING.

919 — FINGERTIP TANS.

920 — FLAGG. BROS.

921 — FLAGG UTICA CO.

923 — FLEETWOOD.

923 — FLEETWOOD COFFEE CO.
924 — FLURIDE, VITAMIN

926 — FOMOCO.

926 -— FORD,

927 — FORD AUTHORIZED LEASING
SYSTEM.

028 — FORD «Do. .

920 — FORD, LEASING DEVELOPMEN
Co. (2000 Rotunda drive dearborn.
Michigan). .

030 — FORD MOTOR CO.
(P.0.B. 800, Wixon Michigun 48090).

931 — FORD MOTOR CREDIT CO. (2000
Rotunda drive Dearborn Michigan).

932 — FORD MOTOR CREDIT CO.
lN'r)ERNATlONAL {Dearborn Michi-

, gan). .

933 — ¥-100 PICK-UP.

934 — FORD PRODUCTS CO.
(Dearborn Michigan). ‘

933 — FORD RENT-A-CAR-SYSTEM.

936 — FORD TRACTORS.

037 — FORDSON.

938 — FOREIGN TRADE EXCHANGE.
510, 8. ERVAY ST. Merchandiso-Mart
. Bidg. DALLAS TEXAS.

939 — Tho FORFST CITY MATERIAL CO.
{CQloveland, Qhio, US.A.).

940 — FORMIT ROGERS.
$41 — FORTUNE, S8HOE CO.
- 942 — POUR ROSES DISTILLING CO. LTD.

943 — FRANK BROS. FENNFEINSTEIN.
(New York),

¢ — FRANKFORT DISTILLERS CO.
(375 Park Avenue, New York 10022).
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945 — FRESCA.

046 — FRENTE, RELIGIOSO, UNIDO.
947 — FROMM and SICIIEL INC,

948 — FUND AMERICAN.

949 — GALAXIE 500-7-LITRE.

950 — GALIS MANUFACTURING COMPA-
NY OF FAIRMONT.

951 — GALVITE.
952 — GEODING, JENNY, INCOR.

953 — GENERAL CHEMICAL and ADLE-
SIVE CO.

054 — GENERAL THREAD MILLS INC.
(1407, Broadway, N.Y.C.).

¢ 985 — ((!”ENERAL TIRE INTERNATIONAL

856 — GENERAL WINE and SPIRINS CO.
(375 Park Avenue, N.Y. 10022).

$57 — GENESCO EXPORT CO.

$58 — GENFSCO INC, (111-Tth Ave, N.
Nashville Tennesseo 37202), (730 Fitth
-Ave. New York N.Y. 10019).

930 -~ GEORGE D. ROPPER and CO.
960 - GESCO MANUFACTURING.

981 — GIDDING-JENNY INC. ct scs deux
. s : — CINCINNATI - OHIO.
— DAYTON - OHIO.

982 — CILBERTON COMPANY INCORPO-
NATION (101-5th Ave,, 3 Rd. flcor
New York, N.Y. 10003).

'963 — GILBE.TON WORLD WINE PUBLI-

CATIONS INC.
964 — GLACIER SAND AND GRAVEL CO.
965 — GLOBAL TOURS.

966 — GRANI'E STATE RUBBER CO.
*  (Berlin New Hampshive).

907 — GRAPHIC SYSTEMS DIVISION.

988 — GREAT UNIVERSAL STORES INC.
969 — GRETNA.

970 — GUIDE - LINED.

971 — H.C. BOHACK and Cv. INC, .
(Metropolitan and Flushing ave. 3
Now York, N.Y)).

972 — H. GREEN and CO.



973 — HAND M, WILSON OPERATION
CADANY, California).

COMMITE DES FEMMES ISRAE-
LIENNES : Hadassah, The Women's
Zionist Orgnniutwn of America Ine.
(65 East 52nd. st. New York N.Y.).

976 — HAMMOND.

876 — HARODITE FINISHING Co.

(68 South Street Tauton Massachu-
sctts).

977 — HERANT ENGINEERING DIVI-
SION.

974 —

978 — HARRY WINSTON MINFERALS OF
ARIZONA INC. et son usinc & VAri-
rona Sous I'Adresse suivant :

(West Pecos Road Chandler Arvizona).

979 — ll};\c.R'l‘Z MOUNTAIN PET FOODS

980 -~ HARTZ MOUNTAIN PRODUCTS
(éORP (50 Cooper Square New York
ty)

881 — HAWAIL-KAI CO. SERVICES OO
082 — HEEL'N TOE.

983 — HELINONE,

984 -~ HENRI BENDEL INC. (N.Y. City).
983 — HIERRING BONE.

988 — HERTZ COMMERCIAL LEASING
CORP. (de Laware).

087 — HERTZ CORP. (660 Madisson
Noew York, N.Y.).

988 — HERTZ EQUIPMENT RENTAL
CORP.

080 — HERTZ INTERNATIONAL LTD
Connue avant : (HERTZ AMER].
CAN EXPRESS INTERNATIONAL,
{600 Madison ave. New York).

990 — IIERTZ LEASE PLAN INC.
991 ~~ HERTZ REALTY CORP.
. 992 — HERTZ SYSTEM INC. Delawarc,

903 — NERTZ VEIICLES MANAGEMENT
CALIFORNIA CORP.

993/b — BERTZ VEHICLE & MANAGEMENT
" CORP.

Ave.

094 — HPERTZ VIIICLES MANAGEMENT
NEW YORK CORP,
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985 — The HICKORY, PUBLISIIING CO.
(310 North Ave. N.Y,, Atlnnta Geor-
gia 30313).

996 — HILL SAMUEL INC.

997 — HI-PALS FOOTWEAR INCORP.
998 — HILLWOOD SHOE CO.

809 — HOLIDY - WISE.

1000 — HOME INSTRUMPNTS DIVISION,
(600 North Sherman Ave, Indlanapo-
polis Indiang).

1001 — HOUSE OF SEAGRAM INC.
1002 — HUGGINS YOUNG COFFER CO.

1003 — HUGGINS YOUNG GOURMENT
MOCHA JAVA.

1004 — HUGGINS TOUNG SUPREME.

1005 — HUMBOLDT MINING CO.

1006 — HUNGTER-WILSON DISTILLING
CO. INC.

1007 — HUNTINGTON CREEK CORP.

1008 — J. MILLER and £, INC.
-New York City.).

1000 — ISRAELI ASSORTED.
1010 — ISRAEL FUND DISTRIBUTORS INC
1011 — INCH-MARKED,

1012 — INDEPENDENCE ACCEPTANCE
-CORP. (Philadelphia, PA).

1013 — INDUSTRIAL COMPUTORS DIVI-
8ION (2900 Monot Rd., Palm Beach
Gar'len, Florida).

1014 ~~ INFORMATION SYSTEMS DIVI-
SION (Rochester Now York 14083).

1015 — INGENIERIA Y. CONSTRUCIONES
KAISER S.A,

1016 — INLAND CREDIT CORP.
(11 Wcst 42nd Street N.Y.).
1017 — INNES. (Los Angcles - California).

1018 — INTERNATIONA), DENTAL PRO-
DUCTS INC. (Richmond 1Iili 18,
LINY.).

1019 — INSTANT PATENT LEATIIER.

1020 — INTERNATIONAL,PACKERS LTD.

1021 — IN-TER-LINE,

1022 — INTERSTATE SHOE CO.

1023 — INTIMATE CRYSTALLINE SPRAY
MIST.
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1024 — INTIMCO.

1020 — INVESTORS OVERSEAS SERVI-
CES PANAMA CITY.

1026 — ISRAEIL ALABAMA WIRE CORP.
LTD.

1027 — ISRAEL AMERICAN DIVERSIFIED
FUND INC. (54 Wall Street, New
York, N.Y. 10005).

1028 — ISRAEL EDUCATION FUND OF
THE UNITED JEWISH APPEAL.

3029 — ISRAEL ENERGENCY FUND,
1030 — ISRAEL FUND DISTRIBUTOR.

1031 — ISRAEL FUNDS MANAGEMENT
go;w. (54 Wall Strect New York
Y.).

1032 — ISRAEL MIAMI GROUP. (DAN
HOTEL CHAINE) 1 — Lincoln Road
Miami Florids,

1933 — ISRAEL SECURITIES CORP.
17E - Tiot Street N.Y.C.).

1034 — J.A. JOUHNSTON CO. ®»
1035 — J.K. COOK and CO. (World Trade
Center 1louston Texas, US.A)e

1036 — J.M. WOOD MANUF, CO. INC,
1037 — JANRICO INC. & (Portorico).

1038 -~ JARMAN RETAlL CO.
1039 — JERMAN SHOE CO.

1040 — JERYL LIGHTING PRODUCTS CO.
(Chicago, U.8.A.).

1041 — JEWISH WAR. VETERANS CF THE
US.A. JWV. (Ncw Hampshire Ave.
N.Y. 2, Washingion, D.C.).

1042 — JOIIN HARDY. SHOE. STORES.
1043 — JEWISH WELL FARE FUND,

1044 — JOIINSTON and MURPHY SHOL Co.
1045 — JOINT DISTRIEUTION COMMITEE.
1046 — JOLIE MADAME,

1047 — JUDEA. ART. IMPORTERS INC.
(21 Orchard Sircet New York N.Y.,
10002).

1048 — JULIUS KESLER DISTILLERY,
’ TD,

1049 — K. HETTLEMAN and SON.
1050 — K. and S METAL SUPPLY INC.

1051 — KAISER AEROSPACE and ELIC-

TRONICS CORP, Adresse principale :
{Kaiscr Center 300 Lakeside drive
Qakland, California, 04601} et ses
Usines Sont & =

— SAN LEANDRO, California (Usi-
no-fabriquo pour les instruments
des avions.

-—= PATN ALTO, California (fabrigue
pour les instruments electroniques)

~ GLENDAIE A Californis, (fabrique
pour les instruments electroniques)

~— ARIZONA & PHOENIX, (fahrique
pour les instruments clectronigues)

1052 — KAISER. ALUMINIUM.

1053 — KAISER ALUMINIUM and CHEMI-
CAL SALES INC,

105¢ — KAISER ALUMINIUM INTERNA.
TIONAL CORP.

1055 — KATSER ALUMINUIM INTERNA.
TIONALLINC.

1056 — KAISER, CEMENT znd CYLISTUM
CORP. (Kaise, Center-300 Lakside
drive Oakland, California, $4601).

1057 — KAISER CHEMICAL INTERNATIO-
NAL. .

1058 — KAISER CO. ENGINEERING and
CONSTRUCTION.

1050 -~ KAISER CO. INC. ENGINEERING
AND CONSTRUCTION.

' 1080 — KAISER COX. CORP.

1001 -— KAISER ELECTRONICS INC.

1062 — KAISER ENGENHARIA, F. CONS-
TRUCOES, LIMITADA.

1063 — KAISER ENGINEERS and CONS-
TRUCTION INC. :

1064 — KAISER ENGINEERS FEDERAL
INC. US.A.

1065 — KAISER JNGINEERS INC. FN-
GINEERING and CONSTRUCTION
IN Michigan.

1006 — KAISER ENGINEERS INTERNA-
TIONAL CORP.

1067 — XATRER ENGINEERS OVERSEAS
CORP.



101

1008 — KAISER FOUNDATION.

1069 — KAJSKR FOUNDATION, HEALTH
PLAN OF OREGON,

1070 — KAISER INTERNATIONAL LTD.

, 1071 — KAISER INTERNATIONAL LID.

1072 — XAISER JESP INDUSTRIES CORP.

-, 3073 — KAISER JEEP SALFS CORP.

1074 — KELITA SPORTSWEAR CO.

1075 — KENDALL REFINING CORP.

1076 — KENMORE.

'1077 — KINGS COUNTY LAFAYETTE
TRUST CQ. (200 Montaguc St. Brook-

lin N.Y.) Connuc avant : LAFAYET-
-TE NATIONAL BANK.

1078 — KINGS BORO MILLS.
1079 — KLEVEN SHOE CO. INC.

1080 — KNOMARK (ESQUIRE) INC. (132-
20 Merick Blvd. Spring Ficld Gar-
dens N.Y,).

1081 — KNOPF-T300KS (427 Madison Ave.
New York).

1082 — L. GRIEF and BROS.

1083 — LANOLCE.

J084 — LADY IESQUIRE.

1085 — I.A\VRENCE SCHACHT. (200, E.
b7th 8t. N.Y. City).

1686 — LEARNING MATERIALS INC.
(New York, N.Y.).

1087 — LEATHER BALM.

1088 — LEFF FOUNDA'TION (350 Fifth
Ave. New York Cily).

1089 — The LEMBERG FOUNDATION,
(400 Madison Avenue N.Y.C.).

1090 — LEUMI SECURITIES CORP.
(G0 Broad. Strect - New York 4,
New York.).

1091 — LEXIM,

1092 — LIDERIA MINING CORP. LTD.
(35 Motor Ave. Farmingdale L.1,
N.Y.).

1083 — LIBERTY INDUSTRIAL PARK
QORI (Mator Ave. Farmingdale
New York).

1094 — LILY MILLS CO. (395 Rroadway
New York City).

1095 — LINCOLN CONTINENTAL.

1096 — LINCOLN-MERCURY DEALER
LEASING ASSOCIATION,

1097 — LIPSCHULZ and GUTWIRTH CO.
{1270, Gth Ave., Room 2701, N.Y.C)).

1098 — LITWN CORPORATION,
1099 — LOCORE,.

1100 — LOFT CANOY CORP. (Long Island
City, N. Y. 11101).

1101 — LOVI® PAT,
1102 — LOS ANGELLES LYNWQOD OLL
DALLY WATGON,

1103 — MACCO. PRODUCTS CO.
1101 — MADIIIRA KNITS LTD.

1105 — MAGNETIC PRODUCTS DIVISION
(6800 Xast 30th Street, Indianapolis -
Indiana),

1106 — MAJESTIC SPECIALITIES CO.
1107 — MAJOR BLOUSE CO.

1108 — MALLERNEE'S NEW YORK.
1108 — The MANHALTAN SHIRT CO.
1110 — MANNEQUIN SHOE CO.

1111 — MANNKRAFT CORP.

1112 — MANSCO.

1113 — MARYLAND CLUB.

1114 — MAZON.

1115 — MC. GRFEGOR DONIGER INC.
(660 Fifth Ave, New York 18, N.Y.).

1110 — MECITANICAL MIRROR WORKS
OF NEW YORK, (661 Edgecombe
Ave. New York, N.Y.).

1117 — MERCURY and MERCURY §, 55,
1118 — METAL LUMEER.
1110 — METEOR.

1120 — METROPOLITAN COUNCIL NEW
YORK.

1121 — MEYER DROTHERS PARKING
SYSTIEMS INC,

1122 — MICRO-SYSTEMS INC.
1123 — MIMUTE MADE,
1124 — MINERALS und CHEMICALS.
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1323 — MINERALS and CHEMICALS
PHILIPP CORP.

1126 — &I)NKUS STAMP and PUBLISHING

1327 — MINUTE MAID GROVES CORP.
(ORLANDO-FLORIDA).

1128 — EMPIRE STAMP GALLERIES
Orlando FLORIDA.

— 1 — EMPIRE STAMP GALLERIES,

(Washington).

2 — EMPIRE STAMP GALLERIES,
(California).

8 — MINKUS STAMP, GALLERIES
(Texas).

4 — MINKUS STAMP GALLERIES,
(Penselvenia).

1129 — MISSILE and SURFACE RADAR .
DIVISION.

1130 — MISSOURI ROGERS CORP.
(Joplin, Mo).

1131 — MOCHA - JAVA. .
1132 -~ MODA SHOE CORP. - RO. SEAR.
CHIM.

1133 - MODERN ORTHO PEDIC.

1134 -- MONSIEUR BALMAIN.

1135 — « MOON DROPS » MOISTURIZING
BATH OIL.

1136 — MOON DROPS MOISTURE
LIPSTICK

1137 — MORDECAI LAND AND INVES.
1138 — MOTOR WAY., INC. (N.Y.).

1139 — MOVIMENTO SI10. NISTADE
TRABAJO.

1140 ~ MOVIMENTO SIONISTA partidarie.
1141 — MULTICUT.
1142 — MURRAY HILL LODGE.

" 1143 '— MURPHY RETAIL, CO.

1144 — MUSTANG.

1145 — MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE CO. OF
NEW YORK (1740 Liroadway New
York, N.Y.).

1146 —. gvl\c'SHVlLIS AVENUE REALTY CO.

1147 — NASSAU BRASSIERE CO.
1128 — NATIONWIDE SIIOE CO.

1149 — NATIONAL BROADCASTING CO.
INC. (N.B.C.).

1150 — NATIONAL COMMUNITY RELA.
Lt TION ADVISORY COUNCIL -
NCRAC. (55 West 42nd street New
York 10036). ~

1151 — NATIONAL OOUNCH; OF JEWISH
WOMEN INC. (NCJW) (1 West 47Lh
strcet New York 10036).

1152 — NATIONAL JEWISH WELFARRE
BOARD J.W.B. (145 east 32nd street
New York 10016;.

1153 — NATIONAL SPINNING CO. (350

-fifth avenue N.Y.).

1154 — NATIONAL STEEL and TINPLATE
. WAREHOUSES INC. (2001 south de-
laware 48 Pennsylvania).

1155 — NATIONAL WORSTED MILLS

(Jamaetown New York) et son usine
4 : FLACONER -— New York.

1156 — gATIONAL YARN CORP. (Cleveland
- Ohdo). . :

1157 — NATIONAL YARN CORP. (110, 6th
strect Los Angcles California).

1158 — NATURAL WONDER MEDICATED
TOTAL SKIN LOTION.

1150 — N.B.C. ENTERPRISES,

1160 — N.B.C. NEWS,

1161 — N.BC. RADIO NETWORK.
1162 — N.B.C. STATIONS and SPOT SALES
1163 — N.B.C. TELEVISION NETWORK.
1164 — NILATIL.

1165 — NOONAN T. SONS CO, (1350 Colum-

bix road boston Mossachugetts) ot scs
suc dont lcs adresses pont : (430 war-
berley Framingham & Massachuselis).

1160 — NOXON MILLS INCORP. DALTON
GEORGYA.

1167 — NORRY ELECTRIC CORP. (63 cur-
lew strect rocheater N.Y.). Connue en-
core : ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT CO.

1168 — NORRY EQUIPMENT (83 Curlew
Strect, Rochester N.Y.).

1169 — OLD COLONY TAR CO.
1170 — ORK. ENGINEERING CO.
1171 — ORION NEW YORK INC.
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1172 — O.T. OPEN TRUSS.

1173 — OTTO PREMINGER FIL)N (et l¢ vrai
nom de Ja soc. cinéma cst : SIGMA
PRODUCTIONS INC. (711 fifth ave-
nue New York N.Y.).

1174 — GVERSEAS AFRICAN CONSTRUC-
TION CO. :

1175 — OVERSEAS PUBLIC UTILITIES and
GAS CORP. (55 West 42nd st.
borough of Manhattan, New York).

1176 — C\VENS ILLINOS.

1177 — OWENS ILLINOJS GLASS CO. INC.
(Box, 901 Toledo, OHIO, V.S.A.).

1178 — Suce. du FIRME no. 1177 : GLASS
container Division — Closwre plants
— Sund planis — Machine shops —
Ink and dic plant — shops —
consumer and technical products divi-
sion ~ Kimble products plants — In-
dustrial and clectronic products plants
~— Forest preducts division — Corrug-
ated shipping centainer plants — Mul-
tiwall and plastic shipping saks plants
~— Fibre can plants — Plastic products
division.

1178 — OWJ'NS - 1LLINOQIS INTER-
AMERICA CORP. (Toledo, Ohio).

1180 -— OWENS ILLINOIS INTERNATIO-
NAL DIVISION, (Toledo, Ohio).

1181 — PACIFIC COCA-COLA BOTTLING
CO. (1313 E Columbia street seatile
Washington 08122).

1182 — PACIFIC MILLS DOMESTICS.
1183 — PACIFIC POLYMERS INC. A
(California).

1184 — PALESTINE ENDOWMENT FUNDS
INC. (30 broad strect N.¥.C.).

1180 — PANTHEON BCOOKS (427 madison
ave. N.Y.).

1186 — PARIS MANUFACTURING CO.
1187 — PATINA CLEANER.

1188 — PATERSON PERTHAMBOY.
1189 — PAUL JONES and CO. INC.
'1100 — PAUL MASSON INC.

1191 — PEARL IMPORT EXPORT CO. INC.
(New .York).

1192 — PIENNSYLVANIA COAL und COKE
(115 aghcroft ave. crcsson, Pennsyl-
vanis).

1193 ~— PERMANENTE STEAM SHIP CORP
1194 — PERMANENTE TRUCKING CO.
1195 — PERVELANE, ~

1196 — PERVINAL,

1197 — PETROLIA (Pennsylvania).

1198 — 34 PET. SHOP INC.

1199 — PIJARMA-CRAFT CORP.

1200 — PHILCO {ORP. (tivg and C. strcets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania).

1201 — PHILCO FINANCE CORP.
(Philadelphia).

1202 — PHILCO'S INTERNATIONAL DIVI-
SION (Philadelphia-pa).

1203 — Ic’gILIPP BROS. LATIN AMERICAN

RP.
1204 — PHILIPP BROS METAL CORP.
{Ncw York).
1205 — PHOENIX INC.
1206 — PILOT.

1207 — POLICLEAN WIIRLPOOL R.C.A.
1208 — POROCEL CORP.

1209 — PRATT and WHITNEY MACHINE
TOOL DIVISION (Charter oak Elvd.
West Hartford Connecticut).

1210 — PREFECT.
1211 — PRINCESS MARCELLA BORGIIESE

1212 — PROFISSSIONAL LIBRARY SER-
VICE (SANTA ANA Calfornia).

1213 — PROGRESS WEBST®R ELIECTRON
CO.

1214 — PROSPECT CORP.

1215 — PROVIDENT MUTUAI LIFE IN-
SURANCE OF PHILADELIHIA
(4601 market street Philadelphia pen-
nsylvania).

1216 — PUB. ) .

1217 — PUERTG RICAN CARS INC.
1218 — PYRAMID SHOE MANUF.
1219 — QUIK-EASE.
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1220 — QUINCY COMPRESOR DIVISION
(217 maine street quincy Illinois).

1221 — R.AM. RETAIL APPAREL FOR
MIEN (New York),

1222 — R.C.A. (Central & terminal aves clark
New Jersey).

1223 — R.C.A. 301
3224 — R.CA. 501
1225 — R.C.A,, €01

1226 — R.C.A. BROADCAST and COMMUNI-
CATIONS PRODUCTS DiIVISION.

‘1227 — R.C.A. COMMERCIAL RECEIVIEG
TURE and SEMI-CONDUCTOR
DIVISION.

1228 — R C.A. COMMUNICATIONS INC.

1229 — R.C.A. DEFENSE ELECTRONIC
PRODUCTS.

1230 — R.C.A. ELECTRONIC COMPONENTS
and DLEV'CES.

1231 — R.C.A. ELECTRONIC DATA. PRO-
CESSING DJIVISION.

1232 — R.C.A. GRAPIIIC SYSTEMS
DIVISION.

1233 — R.C.A. INSTITUTES INC.

1234 — R.C.A. INTERNATIONAL.

1235 — R.C.A. LABORATORIES,

1238 — R.C.A. PARTS and ACCESSORIES.
1237 — R.C.A. SALES CORP.

1238 — R.C.A. SERVICE CO. DIVISION,

1236 — R C.A. SPECIAL ELECIRONIC
COMPONENT DIVISION.

1240 — R.C.A. SPECTRA 70.

1241 — R.C.A. SPECTRA 70/15.
1242 — R.C.A. SPECTRA 70/25.
1243 — R C.A. SPECTRA 70/35.
1244 — R.C.A. SPECTRRA 70/45.
1245 — R.C.A. SPECTRA 70/55.

1246 — R.C A, TELEVISION PICTULE
' TUBE DIVISION.

1247 — R.CA. TK, 42,
1248 — R.C.A. 3301 REALCOM.
1249 — R.C.A. VICTOR.

1250 —
1251 —

1252 —

1253 —
1254 —
1255 —
1256 —
1257 —
1258 —

1259 —
1200 —
1201 —
1262 —

1263 —
1264 —
1205 —

1266 —
1267 —

1268 —
1269 —
1270 —

1271 —

1272 —
1273 —
1274 —

1275 —
127¢ —

R.CA. VICTOR COMPANY L'TD.

R.CA. VICTOR DISTRIBUTING
CORP.

R.CA. VICTOR HOME INSTRU.
MENTS DIVISIOYN.

R.C.AA. VICTOR RECORD DIVISION.
R.CA. WHIRPOOL.

R.CA. WHIRLPOOL CORP.
RANCHERO.

RANDON HOUSE INC.

RASSCO ISRAEL CORP. Centre prin-
cipal & US.A. (535 Madison avenue
New York, N.Y. 10022).

RAVNE-DELMAN SHOE CO.
READY, 4.

REAL GOLD.

THI: REALISTIC CO. (3264 beckman
st. cincinnati, OJ110).

REPLIQUIE,

REPUBLIC SHIOE CO.

THE RIEPUBLIC STEEL CORP. (225
W,, prospect ave. Cleveland 15 Ohio).
REPUBLIC SUPPLY CO.

RESEARCH and ADVANCED EN-
GINEiZRING DIVISION (rochester
New York 14603).

RESERVE MINING CO. (Silver bay
and rabbitt minnesota).

REVLON COSMETICS (talmadge
rond INdison New Jergoy).

RIZVI.ON HAIRCOLOR CLINIC (810
W, Olympic Los Angeles Calif.).

REVILON HAIR COLOR INSTITUTE
(5455 Wilshire bivd. Los Angeles,
Calif.).

REVI.ON IMPLEMENTS CORP, (190
colt street irvington New Jursey).

REVLON INC. (7630 8 st., Industry
pico riviera Calif.)

REVLON INC. (100, 8th strcet pas-
saie N.J.).

REX-INTERNATIONAL.

REVLON INC. LARS (945, ZEREGA
Avenue bronx N.Y.).



1277 — REVLON RESEARCH CENTER.
1278 — RIDGEFIELD MANUFACTURING.
1279 — RIGID-FLOOR,

1280 — RIGID-RIB. .

1281 — RIVER TERMINAL RAILWAY CO.

1282 — ROCKEFELLER LAURENCES A.
ASSOCIATE (30 Roclcfeller plaza
New York 20, N.Y., U.S.A).

1283 — ROGER KENT' New York.

1284 — ROYAL LYNNE LTD. (530, Tth Ave.
N.Y.C.).

1285 — RUMAC MOLDED PRODUCT.

1286 —— S.II. KR1ESS snd CO.

1287 — SCHACHT FOUNDATION.

1288 — SEAL KING.

1289 — SENTY SHOE CO.

1200 — SCHACHT STEEL CORP. (465
Hillsdale ave. Hiilsadle 5, N.Y.).

3291 — SEA ROARD MANUF, CO.

1202 — SIEA GRAM DISTILLERS CO. (375
Park ave. New York 10022)._

1293 -- SEAGRAM OVERSEAS SALES CO.
(375 park ave., Now York, N.Y.
10022).

1204 — THE 721 CORPORATION.

1205 — SHAPIRO (MICHHAEL and RAL) and
FAMILY FOUNDATION INC. (5400
north 27th street milwaukee 9,
Wisconsin),

1290 - SIGMA PRODUCTION INC. (711
(fifth ave. New York, N.Y.).

1207 — SILVER SLICK.

1208 — SNOW CORP.

1209 — SOLCOOR INC. OF New York (850

R third avenue and corner 51 street

New York 10022).

1300 — SOMMIIR nnd KAUFMANN SAN

FRANCISCO (California).
1301 — SOUTHERN STEAMSHIP AGENCY#
1302 ~ SOUTIIERN SOLE CO.
1303 — SOVEREIGN SIIOE CO.

74-7172 0 - 76 -8
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1304 — SPARTANS INDUSTRIES INC. nom
officiel dec Ia soc. : 1.J. KORVIITE.
Connu nom Commercial (1180 ave. of
the america, New York 1003G).

1305 — SPRITE.
1206 — STAPLES and SPFECIALTIES INTIER
- NATIONAL (551 fifth avenue New
York 17, N.Y.).

1307 — STERLING DIE OPERATION
(Cleveland OHIQ),

1508 — TNE STONE CHARITADLE IFOUN-
DA'TION INC. (c/0 Alford P.).

1309 — STONFE CONTAINER CORD. (STO-
NIZ container building Chigago
Ilinois G0GI1).

1310 — STOWELL SILK SPOOL CORP. (50

) cast 42 strect N.Y.C),

1311 — STREET BROS. (9 mid atlantic WH
Arf. Charleston south Carolina
20401, US.A)e

1312 — SUSAN MELRCANTILE CORP.

1313 — SWEEPING BEAUTY.

1314 — I NOONAN and SONS CO. (1250
Columbia rond boston M assachuselts)

1315 — T.0S. (TTROA OPERATIONAL
SATELLITES).

1318 — TAB.

1317 — TANKORE CORP,

1318 — TAPES and RIECORDS DIVISION
(6550 cast 30th atrect indianapolis
Indiana).

1319 — TAR DISTILLING CO. INCORP.

1320 --- TAUNUS 12M.

1321 — TAUNUS 15M.

1322 — TAUNUS 17M.

1323 — TAUNUS 20M. )

1324 — TAUNUS TRANSIT TRUCKS.

1325 — TECTROL SERVICE.

1326 — TAWNY,

1327 — TRMCO INTERNATIONAL CORDP.

{1825 conncclicut ave. Waushington 9,
D.C).

1328 — TENCO (Linden, New Jersey).
1329 — TENCO.



1330 — THAMES VANS,

1331 — TIIAT MAN SPRAY DEODORANT
BODYTALC.

1332 — TIHAYER (20 miller drive metuchen,
New Jersey).

1333 — THAYER LADRORATORIES INC.
(660-5th avenue, Ncw York, N.Y.).

1334 — THOMAS J. WEBB (3 vee's bird
feeds inc).

1335 — THUNDERBIRD.

1336 — TINTEX CORD., N.Y.

1337 — TIP-TOP.).

1338 — TOP-BRASS.

1338 —— TOUCH and GLOW.

130 — 3¢ PET SHOP INC,

1341 — 3, VEE'S BIRD FEEDS INC.
1342 — TRIANGLE SHOE MANUF, CO.
1343 — TRUS.CO. POST,

134¢ — TRUSCON - TRU - DIAMOND.
1345 — TRUSSPAN,

1346 -~ TRUSTELED FUNDS INC. (53
Arlingion street brockton Massachu-
setty),

1347 — TRUST-T-POST.
1348 — U.S. PEROXYGEN COMPANY.

1346 — U.S. VITAMIN and PHARMACEU'TI-
CAL CORP.

1350 — « ULTIMA-11 » MAKEUP SERIES.

1351 — ULTRAMAT,

1352 — ULTRA CHEMICAL WORKS
INCORP.

1353 — UNION DRAWN STEEL CO. LTD.

1354 — UNITED JEWISIT APPEAL FOR
: FILM INDUSTRY,

1355 — UNITED INVIZSTORS CORD.

1356 — UNTTED I1JAS SERVICE INC. (UI1S)
Centre principale : (200 park avenue
south New York, N.Y. 10003).

1357 — UNIVERSITY MICROFILM INC,
(ann arbor Michigan).

1358 — VJ. ELMORE,

1359 — VALCAR RENTALS CORP. and
SULSIVIALULS,

1360 — VALENTINE SHOE CO.

1361 — VALLEY GOLD.

1362 —~ VALMORE LEATHER CO,
1363 — VANESS PRODUCTS, INC.
1364 —- VAPO NEFRIN.

1365 — 3, VEE'S BIRD FEEDS INC,
1306 — VEGA TRADING Co,

1367 — VENCE IRON and STEEL CO,
1368 — VENT-VERT.

1369 — VICTOR FISCHEL, and CO. INC.
1370 — VICTROLA.

1371 — VIRGINIA DYEING CORP,
1372 — VISION-VENT,

1373 — W.C. THAIRWALL and CO. INC,
1374 — WEATHEROGUE INC.

1375 — WEDGE - LQCK.

1376 — WEG MATIC.

1377 — WEL BILT INTERNATIONAL CORP
(475 {ifth avenue New York, N.Y.
10017).

1377/b— WELLCO ENTERPRISES INC.
1378 — WELL CO. SHOE (Jamaica) LTD.
1379 — WIIIRPOOL CORD.
1380 -— WHIRPOOL ICEMAGIC R.CA.
1381 — WHITEHALL LEATHER CO.
1382 — WHIITFIELD CHEMICAL CORP,
1383 — WHITEHOUSE and HARDY (New
York).

1384 — ASSOCIATION JEHOVA.
1385 — WILLYS OVERSEAS S.A. -

1386 — WITCO CHEMICAL (INTERNATIO-
NAL DIVISION Soeuncborn products)

1387 — X. TRU-COAT.
1388 — X. TRUBE,

1389 —— XEROX FUND (P.O. Box 1540
rochester 3, N.Y.).

1390 — THE YORK FUND INCORP.
1381 — YOUNG TIMER S§:105 CO.
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1392 — ZENITH SHOE CO. : 1397 — AJAX ELECTRIC MOTOR OF
1303 — ZEPIIYR. ROCHESTER N.Y.
1394 — ZODIAC. 1308 — RK.0. GENERAL INC.

1895 — ZUNINO ALTMAN INC. (101 real 1399 — TRANSMISSION BRODUCTS INC,
road ave, Ridgefieldd New Jerscy), 1400 — FUND OF AMERICA INC. (90 Park

1386 — DAN HOTTELS GROUP (522 fifth Ave. N.Y. 100017).
Avenuc, New York, N.Y. 10036). 1401 — INTERPACE CORPORATION connue
sussi THE LOCK JOINT PIPE GO,

POULL VOUS PROCURER
CE RECUKIL .
DEMANDEZ LY TLL : 321104 '
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US.A
1 — ANNISTON CITY 16 — JESSE LYKES
2 — ARIZPA . 17 — MOBILUBE
3 — ARMONK 18 — MISSISSIPI
4 — ADOLPH SPERLING 18 — OCEANIC SPRAY

(Ex : OVERCEEAS REBECCA)
20 — SANTA VENETIA
21 — SOCONNET

6 — ALCOA PIONEER
6 — ADABFLLE LYKES
7 — DENTON (Ex : Wang Juror)

8 — EXCHESTER 2% — SEAFAIR
# — EXANTHIA 23 — SOLON TURMAN
10 — EXIRIA 24 — TRINITY
2y . 25 — TAMARA GUILDEN
11 — EXTAVIA (Ex : Empire Oriole — - (Ex : Engedi)
Ex : Extavia)

28 — VELMA LYKES

27 — WANG DISPATCHER
13 — EXPRESS (Ex : Keren Mills)

14 — INDIAN BEER 28 — WEST PORT.
15 — IKE ¢

YOUCOSLAVIE

12 — EXECUTOR

1 — KOMOVI (Ex : TRAVNIK) 2 — SUBICEVAC.
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Apprtrr No. 1, FIN
DECEMBRE 1973

18T —- ROVNER NANAY) LT, SIRKETS

1IR -- JZAK PERLS

200 — ANLNU IPLIK DOKUMA VE BOYAAFNE FA-
BRIKALALL

NAVIRES LOYCOTTES

14 — B. REBIT PASA

NAVIRES LIBERES
. '8 — MARMARA

FIRMES KT ETADLISSEMENTS ETRANGERS
PRIVEES D'AGENCE DE S0CIETE ARABES

1 — RARK VAI'UR AGANTASI (Kaxim Direk
Cad. No. 10 Izmir)

UGANDA

FIRMES DOYCOITEES

8 —~ BANK XEROX UGANDA LTD.
4 — UNITFA LTD. (P.O.1lox 3004, Kampsla)

URUGUAY

FIRMPS BOYCOUTTEES .

1l — FOREIGN THADE DANK (Treinta Y. Tres
1470, Moutévidéo)

— Cetlls firmu remplace ln firme qul ports
bo No. 7

13 — MANUEL GUELY1 CIA
= L'importation de toutes les marques de
Radios ¢t Télévisions {abriquées par aulo-

risation de ZENITH cst jnlerdite
-— Celte firme remplace la firme qul porte
le No. 10
13 — MISSONT 8A. °
14 -~ O.XLT. (Orgonizsation de Reconsiruction et du
Travall)

FIRMES LIBEREES

3 — DANCO AMERICANO ISRAELI

USA.

PIRMES BOYCOTIZES

1402 - AE.L. COMMUNICATIONS CONRP. (Richand-
on road, Colmar, Fa. 1€i48)

oS — ALLL. BERVICE CORY. (Richardson rond,
Colmar, 'a. 19148)

MO — AJ.C. AMERICAN JOINT INATRIBUTION
COMMITTEL

1403 — ACRILAN

MO0 — ALK PURODUCTS & CHEMICALS INC. (Trex-
lertown, IPenusylvania)

1407 — Al F'RODUCTS & CHEMICALS INC. (Ex-
port DIV) 3. \W . 87 Street, NYC 10019)

. 88— ALANAMA TEXTILE IPRODUCTS CORP.

1400 — ALLOY KTEEL CASTING COMPANY (Bou-
thampton Pennsylvania UB.A))

1410 — ALL KTATE ENTREFRISIN

3601 — ALL STATE FIRE INSURANCE CO. (ILL)

1418 — ALL ETATE INSURANCL €O, (ILL)

1413 — ALL STAYE INKURANCE INT. 5.A.

1434 — ALL 81'A13 LIFE INSURANCE CO.

1L — ALLIED CONKTRUCTION CO. INOC,

1418 — AMDASSADOR

M17 — AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR JEWISH
EDUCATION (AAJK)

1418 — AMERICAN CONTINENTAL, €O, (630, Gth,
Ave, New Yok N.Y) !

1419 ~ AMUERICAN « INBALL 1I'HOSI'HATES €O,

1420 — AMERICAN JOINT IMSTREBUTION (COM-
MITTEE (ALD.C) (60, Eust, 42nd, Sticet,
New York, N.Y. 10017)

1421 — AMURICAN LABOLR ORMT.

1423 — AMERICAN LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY
OF NEW YORK

1428 — AMERICAN MEDICAL INSTRUMENTD CORL.

1424 — AMERICAN MOTORS COUDP, (Detrolt, Michi-
gun, 48132)

1428 — AMELICAN ORT FOUNDATION



1436 — AMERICAN PHOTOCOPY EQUIPMENT CO
(AVECO) actucliement au nom de APECO
COI'ONRATION {2100 Dempsier SBtreet,
Kvenston, Minols
— L'impovtation de acs apparcils photographi-

ques est Interdite
— Cgite firme remplace la firme qui porte
¢ No. 093

1437 — AMERICANA PRODUCYS OF PUERTO RICO
INC. (Guayama, FPuerto Rico)

1438 ~— AMPAL AMERICAN - IKRANL CORDE. avant
AMUAL,  (AMERICAN PALUSTINE TRA-
IMNG conp. .
— Cotle firme rsmplace la finne qui porte

le No. 41
5430 — ANDUEWR GLASE CO. (Vineland, New Jer-
sey, UB.A)
1430 — ANGELA PRODUCTS INC. (Cuaysms, Puerto
Rico}

1431 — ANIS PALOMA

1432 — APACHE YOAM

1433 — APECO CORIORATION (Doyoottage pertiel-
Jo)

1434 — AQUA KIIEM ING

1834/0-— ARROVW, (Margue Commeiciale des divers
Halill ts puur h el g [LRUIV
tant aux deux firmes américoines : BANFORE-
T.ED CO. ot GLURTT PEABONY & CO. INC,

1688 — THFE ARUOW COMPANY (Troy - New York)
et ncs usines dans ks pays suivanta :
036 Iifih Avenue, New York Cily, Troy, Co-
rinth, Waterford, Chester, New York, Leomins-
ter, Mazsachusciln, Lowistown, Shamokin,
Eiysb g, Williumsport, Huntington, Atlania,
Dremen, Duchanan, Ccdartown, Gemgin,
Penusylvaula, Jasper, Carbon Hill, Al-Bertville
Ambara, Virginia, Bvcleth, Gllvert, Minnesota,
San Frauncisco, California, New York, Chiengo,
Atlants, Dalfaa San Francisco.

!
1436 -~ ANUOW INTER-AMERICA, INCORPORA-

FTED (K30 Fiflh Avenue, New York Cily)

7487 — ATLANTA OXYGEN CO. (610, Travis Strcet
N.V. Atlanta 318, Georgla ct un sutre adresse :
3424 N. Broad Stirest, Rome Georgia)

1438 -~ ATLANTIO

1439 — ATIANTIO FRIODUCTS CORP. (Trenton -
New Jerney)

1440 — ATLAS VINANCT: ©O.

1441 — AVUTO 72711

1441 — AUTOMOYIVE INSURANCE COMP.

1443 — AT JIOME WAL INC.

F444 - BALU RNHOE CO.

1443 — 1. & 0. CAKI KTORE

1416 — BAKER EQUIPMENT CO.

(AT —~ BARER MACIHHINERY CO.

1448 — BANKERYS COMMERCIAL CORP.

1440 — BANKLRS MORTGAGE COMI'. OF OCALL-
FORNIA

1458 — BARCELO MARQUES & CO. ARECILO
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1481 —- NMEANM - MATIC 1HONPITA)L, SUPPLY

1452 —~ BEAUCHAINE & SONK INC.

1483 — RBLCKER RYAN & CO.

1464 — BENNETT CORP. (350 - Gih Ave. NY.C.
~ L'importation de sex produila (nbrigués par

sutorisition de ta firme  pinéricaine BO-
TANY INDUSTRIES INC) est inlerdite

© -~ Cstie firme remplace la firme yui poite
le No. 743

1486 — RESKE RICHEY

1450 — BESTFORM FOUNDATION 0F WINDBAR
INC. (Windbar, Pennsylvania)

1487 — BEKTIORM FOUNDATIONS INC. (38-0147
Avenue Long Island City, New York 11101)

1458 — BESTIFONA FOUDATIONS OF CALIFORNIA
INC. (209 Commereinl Btreet, Pomona, Cali-
fornis)

1450 — BESTIORM FOUNDATIONS OF° PENNSYL-
VANIA INC. (Johnstown Pennaylvania)

1460 — BIO RYRIEMSK INC.

146l — DBLASS ANTENNA ELECTHONICS CORD,

1402 — BLUE RINBON PLEN & PENCIL CO. INC, .
{Georgetown, Kenlucky)

3408 — BOL JESTS INO. (030, Tth Av. New Yok
N.Y.)

1404 — BOSTON WOVEN HOSKE & RUDBBER COM-
PANY (29, 1{ampehire Streot, Camlridg. fas-
sachunctta)

2468 — NOTAKY WETAN. STORES DIVIRION

1460 — BOYD'S (Marque Commerciale)

1467 — NOYDY'S (Nom Comnmerctul)

3400 — BOYLS RICHIARDSON COMI'ANY

1400 — BRANT YAINK INC. (14312, Broadway)

1470 — BRITISI LEVEAND MOTORS INC. (600
Willow iree Road, Ldonla, New Jersey)

1N — BRITISIH MOTORS COXE', (UK.A.) LID. (TH
Grand Avcnus, RiAgericld, New Jersey)

1472 — DBUSINFSS & PROFESSINAL ORT.

1418 — BERGDOII GOOPMAN €O, INC. (164 Fifth
Av. N.Y))

I — BERGROHY GOODMAN VUL CORD. (3 Weost
G8th Street, N.Y.)

M — CB.S. INTERNATIONAL

1470 — C.B.6. MUNKICAL INSTIIUMENTS (1300 Kast
Valencia, Fulleiton Calif 12831)

3477 — CBA. THLATRICAL FILM DIVISION (con-
uue aussl @ CINEMA CENTER FILMS DIVI-
H§l0N)

I —- CARLYLE SHIRT €0. INC, (350, Fifth Avenue
(Room 318} New York, 30001)

MM — CATALYTIC CONSTRUCTION €O, INC. (1528
Walnut  Btreet- Philadelphia, FPennsylvania,
US.A. ot acs bhreaux aux adresscs suivanls :
— 230 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y,

- 1810 Oukdale strect, Tolddo, Obhlo

— 1411, +K» Blreet, New Washingion D.C.

- 6050 - Falr View Road, Charlotie, North
Carolina )



1488 — CHOICE VEND COnt. -
-~ Limportation de scx disques fabriqués par
1a firmu R.C.A. ol interdite
18l ~— CHOICE YEND DIVISION
— LYimportation des disques fabriqués pur Ia
firne RC.A. et interdite
1483 — OQINEMA CENTER FILMS DIVIRION (connue
sussl) C.B8. THLATRICAY, FILMS IIVISION
(16, Eant U2nd Btreet, New York, N.Y.)
1483 — CINEAA CENTESR FILMS INO, (Clnema Cen-
ur, C.13.8. Studio Cenler 4024 Rodford) (Ave-
nuwe Notrih Hollywond, California 91603)
U4 ~— ULARTER ENTLERPLRISIES INC. & Baltimere,
Maryland
1485 - CLYVITE CONP. (1700, Clalre, Avenue Cleve
Jard Ohio 44110)
1488 — CLEVELAND GRAI'IIITY. BRONZE DIVI-
HION (1700 8t. Claire, Av. Cleveland, Ohlo
44110)
1447 — CLUB MEDITERRANEE INTERNATIONAL
INC. (£1G, Fifth Av. New York)
1488 -- CLUETT PEABODY AND CO. INO. (433, RI-
ver Btroet, Tvoy, New York, US.A) et 010
¥ifth Av. New York 100360)
1488 — CLUPAK
1409 — CLUI'AK INCORPORATED (530 Fifth Ave-
nue, New York, N.Y.)
1481 — COCA COLA BOTTLINUG CO. OI" GARY (1000
Cnlitax Stroel, Gary-Indiana 46400)
N — COFIEL'S
140 — COLDRYOY
1484 —- COLT INDUSTRTUS INTERNATIONAL ING
M0 — COLURBIA BROAD CAATING KY ST INC.
(51, West 853 Bireet Now York, N.Y. 10019,
Us.A)
1488 — COLVMBIA RECORDS (799, éth Av. New
York)
1497 — COLUMUBIA I'ECORDS RALES
8In3 Strect, New Yorx 10019)
1488 — COMMONWEALTIE UNITED COND.
<~ Limportuiion de ws Gisquos fabriqués par
Ia tinne RC.A. esl intendite
1408 — COMMODORY AVIATION INC. 6t ses succur-
sales quf porieat l¢ méme nom ot bours adres.
e

(81, West,

— 3048 North West 38th Stroot Bethant,
Pennsylvania

‘=i Inlip Mac Arthur Atrport Rokoukona long
Island N.Y,

- 3001 Jeffcrsom David Highway, Arington,
Virginia

1600 — COMI'ANIA DE INVERSIONE Y DISTRIBUL.
NORA 8.A,

1601 — COMPANIA MINERVA SANTA I'E
1502 — COMPANIA NON LLAVE A ARECINO
1503 — CONGRERKR FOR JEWIKH CULTURE
3804 ~ CONTINENTAL MAKK IN

1863 — COV. 't « KLEKEN

1500 — KL COQUI

111

107 — COUGAR

15,08 — CONGAR GT.

160D -~ COLGAIL XItY

1610 ——~ CUTLER HAMMER (4201 N. 27th Strect, Mil-
waukee, Wis 53216)

161t — CYCLONE GY.

1612 — CYCLONE SPOILER

1613 — DABCO 33-LV

1614 — DAYCO CORVORATION OIHO - NEW YORK
(connuc ausst : DAYTON RUBBER CO. et
DAYTON COMPPANY) ’
~ Cotie firme remplace la firme qui poile

les No. 133 ot 848

1616 — DELAVAL TURBINE INC.

1318 — DESMOND'S

1617 — DLESMOND'S INCORVORATED cl ses 18 ma-
gasins de ventle

1618 — DNSOTO CHEMICAL BOOYING INO.

1510 — DYXNOI1LEX

1520 — DAN HOTEL CORP. NY. (120, East 50th
N.Y)
~ Cotle firme remplace la firmec qui porte

le No. 1308
1831 — EASTURN MAGNYSIA TALC COMP. (John-
. son Operation Johnson, Vermont 03808)

1823 — EJ. CIIUBRUCK CO. INC,

1633 — EICO COXPORATION (Moryland RD Near
Computer Ave, Wlilow Grove, P.A. 19000)
sctuelleinent & Tadresse sulvant @ Bonjamin
Fox, Pavillon Foxeroft Squre Jenkintown P.A.
18040
—- Cotte firme remplace Ja finne qul porte

Jo No. 838

1834 -~ ELVCTROMAGNETIC TECIINOIOGY CORD.
(ENTEQHT) (Industriz]l Park, Montgumcryville
Pennsylvania ausal sous le nom ENTECI

138 — FIOX DIVISION (1830 Stephenson Highway-
Troy, Michigan 48084)

1520 — EMIINY GRAPIHITE DIVIRION

1527 — EMPIRE PENCIL DIVIRION

1838 — ENGELIIARD INDUSTRIES A/8

1630 — ENGEIIARD IXDUSTRIES INTERNATIO-
NAL LTH.

1830 — ENGRLIIARD INDUSTRIES 1LTE.

1531 -— ENQELIIARD INDUSTRIV:S PTY. LTD.

1633 — ENQELIARD INDUSTRIES 8.A,

1538 — ENGELVIARD MINERALS & CHEMICALS
DORY, (113 Astor Street, New York, New
Jersey 0T114)

1534 — FAMTHANKK MOISK OANALA LTD, (233,
Brodwny, New York}

1538 — FALNBANKSE MORSE POWER RYKTIEEM DI-
VISION (70)-Lawton Avcnue, Deloil Wisenne
sin 83511 ct sea succursales & (1901 State
Highway No. 208, Fajriaw, New Yurk)

— Ostie finne remplace la firme qui porte
Jo No. 902
188 ~ FARBAND LABOR ZIONIST ORDER
1537 — MIDELITY BERVICKE CORb.



1638 -—

1639 —

1540 —

1641 —

1642 —

1643 —
1044 —
1846 —
1516 —
3617 -
618 -
1640 ..

1560 —

3861 -

1652 —-

16558 -

1038 —

1858 —
1500 —
1657 —
1658 —

1L50 —

1560
1561
1802
1503

it

1664
1508 —
1660

1508
69 -

1590 —
mm

1572 —~

FIRST ISRALL BANK & TRUST €Q.

NEMW YORK ¢t 505 succ. &

— 34132 Prodwuy N.Y.

-~ 070, Oih Ave. N.Y.

FISCHER & PORYER COMY. (Warminster,

Pennsylvanin 18074)

VISCI'ER & PORTERR DE

INC. (S0n Jusn Pucito Nico)

FISCHLER MILLS (35, Electric Ave. Secaucus,

New Jersey)

FISCHUR MILLS (Mavque Commmerclale des

divers produits des deux firmes américaines :

SANPORIZED CO. et GLUELT, PEABONY &

CO. INC. .

VLELE MAINTENANCE INC. (LILL.)

YOI CusroM

FOit1) CUKTOM 600

10D INTERNATIONAL CAMTAL CORP.

Foun LIVE INSURANCL CO.

£0:30 3LTD,

1OHD FLECISION PLODUCTS INC. A Porto

Rico

FOUNDATIONS HRALTY ARSOCIATION

INCGL. (201-83 Bavneier 8ir., Johnstown Pennsyl-

vauia

FOXRIDGE

FUSL PHOTO IILMS U.E.A, INC. (350 Fifth

Avepue, New York)

FPURD OF AMERICA INC, (avaut : FUND

AMERICAN) 00, Park Avenue, NY. 10617

~— Cette fivine remnplace In firme qui porte
Je No. 018

GU¥7 BROR, & CO. INC.

rond, Nanghok, Thalland)

Gl Jor

G.1. JOE MVISION

GEORGY, M. DA CK

GEORGETOWN INDUSTRIES INC. (CGeorge-

town Kentucky)

GLENSDER CORVORATION (417, Fifth Ave-

ne New Yok, N.Y))

GLENOIT RILLS INC. NJY.

GLIINTEX

[HOR) B HH

GOULD INC. (Kirst National Bank, Bullding

8t. P'auvl, Minnesota, 85101)

GNULD TONIC INC.

GRANADO

GREAT AMERICAN KNITTING MILIS INC.

(Bally, Pennsylvania)

EL. GRUBER UNDEUWEAR C0. (Arizona,

Glendaie)

HAURY COFIFEY

BASIERO INDURTRIES INC. (1027, New Port

Avenue, Phode 1sland, 02861)

MASHRO 70YR DIVISION

MANSENEFLLD BROTHERS 0. INOC. (Cen-

tead Fulls, Rhode Isiand)

MELENA RUBINSTEIN PR, INC. & Porto

Rico

or

PULRTO RICO

(87-69 Pat Pong

112

1878

— BENRY C. LYTTON AND COMPANY ol sy
10 mayasing de vente gud portent le nom
cLYTTON'S,

1674 ~- HENRY HOSE STOHRES INC.

16715 — MELENE CURTIS INDUNIRIES

1876 — MNERANT ENG RING DIVISION (7123
Canopza Av. Canogi Park, Calif 91304)

1577 ~— JIERBERT INC. (Fark Ridge, Hlinols)

1578 — HOLLEY CARBULITOR COMPANY (11005
East pine infle rond, Warren, Michigan 48080
- Ccite firme remplace la firme qui porte

le No. 201

1579 — JHONMAN SERVICE INC.

1880 =« HOMART DEVELOIMIENT €CO.

1681 — TH JIONIKE INSURANCE CO. (20F North
Charles Street Baltimore, Maryland et wn autre
adresse 4 1911 North Fort Meyer, Avhington,
Virginia 22201
--- Cetle firme remplace la firme qui porte le

No. 252
1862 — HOUDRY PROCIISS CIIEMICAL CO. (1528,
. Walnut Swreet, Philadeiphin, PLAL)

1688 — NHOUNE NHOLD PROHUCTS 1MVISION (Ded
ford Park, Chicago, Iinois)

1684 — LTI, CORP. {(cophue guss @ ISRALL AMULI-

. CAN 01, CORP. (210 3ylvan, Aveaue Engel-
wood Clifis N.J.

1685 —— INDUSTRIAL CONTAINER CORY.

1586 — INDUSNTRIES YN GEIIIARD S.0.A,

1687 — INLAND WALL PALLR

1688 — INTULLIPACK COLY. (ITast Oirange, New Jer-
sey) wvant Intcinationa) Pipe Céramics)

1089 —— INTIIA PRODUCT'S INC. (I".0.B. 14148, North
Bridgc Stwlion, Daylon, Ohio)

1690 — JSABLEL PRODUCTS INC. (Santa  Isabel,
Puerio Rico)

1601 ~ ISRALL ASSORTED COMMIDITIES (511,
West 20th St. New York, 10011)

— Cette firine remplace 1a firme qui porte e
No. 1009

1602 ~— ISRAKL DaVELOIMUENT (CORY. (30 East,
42nd, St. New Yook N.Y. 10017)

1693 — J, BCITOENEMAN INCO!H‘O!:,‘."N‘.D (Owingsx
Mills, Muryland ct ses buiedux dans Jox pays
sulvants : 1200 Av. of the Americax, New York,
Wihminfrton, Delaware, Chamberstwrg, Lans.
dale, Norristown, Sonderion, Pemnsylvania
Winchester, Virginia

1004 = J, SCROENEMAN (Marque Commerciale des
habillements pour hommes et dames nodults
par les deux firmes: SANFORIZED CO. ot
GLLENTE, PEABODY & CO. INC. et 5es au-
trea succursales)

1595 —— JAVELIN .

1606 — JAYMAX PRECIKION IPRONDTVICTR INC.

1697 — JONES MORGAN (Marque Commerciale des
habilicments pour hoinmes et danies, des mou-
choirs, des Cravattes produits par Jes deus fir-
mes ¢ SANFORIZED CO. ¢t GLUETTE PEA-
BODLY & CO. INC.



1508 —

1609 —

1600 —

160} ~
1602 —-
1603 —

1804 ~
1605 —

1606 —
1607 —
1008 —

1000 —
1610 —
161l

1012 --

1013 —
1614 —

1016 -~
1010 —

1617 —

1618 —

14320 -
3621 -~
1623 —
1023 —

JONES MORGAN —— BENRSE RICHEY ot new

sepl mafums commerciales qui portent le mé-

mne nom dans les villes sujvantes @ Jnmden -

Bridgrport ~ New Haven - Waterbury — Ol

Bayhrook -- Milford :

KEM AMANUFACTUNING CORDP. (78, South

Lindon 1load, South San Froncisco, Culif.)

KEM MAXNUFACTURING CORE. CURIPACT

LABORATORINS (2073, Tucker Industyial

road, Tucker, Grorgin 30084)

KEM INTERNATION AL CORP,

KEM SUPPLY CORY. (San Jusn, Pucrto Rico)

KING DIVISION .

— Limperiation de ses disques imprimés chez
la firme R.C.A. cu ehez scs succursales ent
interdite

LABORR ZIONIST ORGANIZATION

LADY ARROW DIVISION (1407 Broadway,

News York) ct ses vsines ¢l burcaux A Los

Angelcs, Chicago, Atlanla, New York

1. FEIBLEMAN & CO.

LD, BROUGITAM

LADY CARLYLE RUINT COMPANY INC,

{107 Broadway New York NY.)

LADY MANUATTAN \WOMEN BINNTS

LARSAN MKG CQ.

LEIOUN

LEYLAND MOTORS SALES COuUl.

Commerce Road, Carlstadt, NJ.)

LIFEYIME FOAM IPRODUCTS INC. ‘

1ILY O FREANCE INC. (Ncw Iaven Con-

neeticut ) ’ :

LINCOLN « MERCURY DIVIRION

LINGERTIE (Margue de vélomcents et aous veé-

tements ot chemises de nuits pour dames pro-

dults par les firimes américaines : VAL MODIE

LINGERIE — VAL MODE SLELPWEAR INO.

LION (Marguc commmerciale  de Civers véle-

ments hosmes et dames produits par les fir-

mes nndriccines @ SANBFORIZED — GLUET-

TE, PEABODY & CO. INC. .

LION CLOTUHIN G CO. et rcs imagarins qul por-

tent le nom LION A la Jolia San Diego

LITWIN CORI. (520 E. Willlams, Wienlta

Kansay, USA))

— Cotte firme remplace la firme qul porte

. e No. 3008

LIAVE GOLD

LAAVE WIUTE

LOCK JOINT CONCRETE PIPE CO. INO.

LOIRD AND TAYLOR INC. ¢l acs peufs ma-

gaxing dans les villes américaines ;

New York -— Manhassct - = Wentchester -- Mi-

Hburn -~ West Hartford ~- Bila — Cynwyd —

Gurden City Washington, Chery Chase, Jen-

kintown

— Celte firme remplace Ja firme qui porte Je
No, 387

.

(120,

113

1024 — LYTTON'S (Marque ¢eommerchide dos véle-
ments honune ot diune prodults par les firines
amérienines @ SANIOIRIZED CO. — GLULET-
TE. PEARODY & CO. INC,

1628 — LY1TON'S (Nom commicreial de dix magasing
apparlenant A: IBENRY C LYFITON & (0.
dans Jes villes cuivanies @ Eves green -- Park

. aurora — Calument oify — Chicago, Skokie -
Park forest Ouk park — Nilck evansion

1626 — MABANARKT, INC, — NEW YOUK

1627 — MALLALD PEN & PENCIL CO. INC. (Georg-
town, Kentucky)

1628 — MANIIATTAN MENS, SHILTS. (Scs adresses
sont les suivantes
1 ~— WNurcou exécutif : 1271 avepue of the amé.

ricar, New York N.Y.

Jurcau adiministratif © 207 River Street,

Paterson New Jerscy

3 -— Bureaux de vente des habils pour hiom-

mes :

— 1271 avenue of the amériens,
York.

— Merchandise murt atlanta, Georgic.

~. Merchandise mmt Civicago, Hlinois.

~— Merchandixe mart Dallas, Texas.

— California mart, Los Angeles, Culifor-
nia.

— 821 Market Street, San Francisco, Ca.
Lifornia,

4 — DBurcnux de venie dea habita pour dames :

— 3407 Lroadway, New York, N.Y.

— Merchandise mart Chicago, JHinois,

— California mart, Log 8ngeles, Califor-
na,

—- 821 Market Btreet, 8an Francisco, Ca-
lifornia.

8 — Adresses de ses usines :

— Amcrious, Ceorgia.

-— Ashburn, Georgin.

— Charleston heights, Soutlh Carolina.
— Guayama, Pucrte Rico.

~ Jeaup, Georya,

— lexingion,

— Kingston, New York.

— Middlctown, New York.

- 8nlisbury, Maryland.

— Beranton, Pennsylvonia.

6 -~ Centres de distribution :

' — Patermon, New York,

— Bouth 8an Francisco, Californla.
— Winnsboroe, Bouth Carelina.
~— Cetic flrme remplace la flime qui porte
le No, 1309

1629 — MANKRART CORP. ¢t tous scs succursales
ot : INDUSTRIAL CONTAINLE CORI.

— Celte firme remplace la firme qul porie
lo No. 1111 .

3680 — MARQUIK

1681 — MARQUIS BROUGHAM

3632 — MAVERICK

2 —

New



1638 —
1084 —

1635 —

31636 —

1637 —

1638 -~
1639 —

1040 -—
1081 —
1642 —
1643 —

1644 —

3645 —
1Giy —
1047 --
1048
1630 —
1650 —
1051

1652 —
1033 —
1034 -
1655 —
1656 —
31657 —

1638 —
ICAD —
1660 -~

1661 —
1662 —
1668 —
1604 —

1608 -~

MAVERICK GRABDBER
METROFOLITAN  (Margue commercinl  des
habits pour hommes el dunes produits par lee
flrmes  amdérieaines :  SANFORIZED  CO.
GLUETTE, PEABODY & QO INC.
METKOPOLITAN CO. i ses succursales 4 :
Clayton, Kcettering, Daylon
METROVOLITAN SAVINGS & LOAN ASS0-
CIATION
MIAMI OXYGENIES SERVICES INC. (7610
N.W. 23 It.). Avenue Miami, Florida ct un
autlre adresse : 7900 - 18th Avenue N. Largo,
Florida) ’
MICIIIGAN TITLE CO,
MINERALS & CHEMICALS DIVISION (con.
nuc avant : MINERALS & CIIEMICALS Pl§-
LIP conp.)
- Celte firme remplace o firme qui porte
Ic No. 1125
MINKUS RTAMEP CO. INC.
MINKUS STAME GALLERIES INC. TEXAB
MINUTE MADE
MIBISCIT PRODUCTION COMPANY (1044
N. Formosa 5t. Los Angelos Clif)
MONSANTO COMVPANY  (connue avaot:
MONSANTO CIEMICAL COMPANY) (800
North Kindberg Boulevard, 8t. Louls 66, MO)
— Cette firme rempluce 1a finac qui porte
Je No. 429
MONTLEGO
MONLEGO MX. .
MONTLGO MN. BLOUGIIAM
MONTERRY
MONTEREY CUSTOM
MOTORCRAIT
MOTOROLA AUTOMOTIVE PRODUCYS INC,
(9101 W. Grand Avcnue, ¥ranklin I'ark, 1lli-
nels, US.A))
MOTORLA COMMUNICALIONS INTERNA-
TIONAY INC. (Schumburg, Illinols)
MUSTANG BOK~ 8361
MUSTANG GRANDE
MUSTANG 2MACNH 1
NASSAU VENTURES INC,
NATIONA)Y COUNCIL FOX JEWISHH EDU-
CATION
NATIONAL EMALEM INC. €O,
NATIONAL ONT LEAGUE
NATIONAY, UNION FLECTRICAL (ORI
(Box J157 Btamfund Cenncctlcut. UKA.)
NATION WIDK INSTALLATION INC,
NATION WIDE SITOE CO.
NEWARK 0110 €O.
NICHIRO CO. LT, (200 Park Avcnue, New
York N.Y. 10017)
— Boycottage prarticlle concermant les Lissus
qui porient In mamque ;
«SANEFORIZEDN»
OAK RIDGE TENTILES INCORPORATED
(North Carolina, Greenshoro)

114

1066 — O.E.I. COMIUTER SYSTEMS INC.
1667 — O..T. (Orgunigation de Reconstruction ot du*

Travail)

1608 — OAK ENGINEERING CO. (Gloveester Cily,

1669

1670

167

Y]

1078
1674
1616
1076
1678
1070
1¢80

1681
1682

- 1681

1ce8
1630
1687

1688
1689
1600
1001
1002
1093

1694

1693

16V6

1697
1698

1699
1700
je0t

New Jersey)

— Cette flrme rempluce la firme qui porte
le No, 1170

OCCIDENTAL

CALIFORNIA

OLYMPIC GLOVE CO. INC. (95 Madison Ave.

Ncw York, 16 N.Y.)

OLYMI'IC MARATIION & BPARTAN INSU-

RANCE COMPANIES

ORGON TITLE INSURANCE CO.

PACIFIO TFIEDLLITY LIFI® INSURANCE

coMpP,

PACHTO FINANCI CORP.

PACIHIC FINANCE LOANS

PACIFIC INRTALLURS INC,

PALO VIENO GOLD

PALO VIEJO WIHITE

IELVELIND

— Cette firme replace la firme qui port~
le No. 1185

PHIL.CO - FORD (3875 Fabian Way-Palo Alto,

Califenia 94303)

PINLCO - FORD CORP.

PIILIPY ROTHENDEERG (350 - Fifth Av.

(Room 318) New York 10001)

PHRAPE BROS INDIA LTD. (New York)

PINYO

PIONERR WOTIEN

PONCE WASIHIONS INC. (Ponce, Puerta R'co)

PRATT & WHFTNEY CUITING TOOL & GA-

GE DIVISRION (Charter Oxk, DBounlevard-West,

Hariford Conneccticut 06101)

PRECIOUS METALS TRADING CO. INC.

PRUMIER INSURANCE COMT.

TPUERTO RICO DISTILLING CO. A Areciho

IPUERTO INCO DISTILLING INC. A Arecido

Q-LINIY INSTHUMENT CORP,

QUILITON NMIVISION (Minucapulis, Minne

sota)

— L'iinportation de sca disques himprimés par
la firme R.C A. est interdite

R.C.A. COSTOM LECORDS (113, Avenue of

the Americas, New York N.Y))

R.GA. DE PORTO BICO INC, (Diencrs To-

wern, Motel Room 1003, 1209 Ashford Ave.

8antlunce, Perto Rico)

ROCAOINTERNATIONAL DIVISION (Central

& ‘fenminal Avenie Clark, New Jersey 07056)

— Celle fiime rvemplace la firme qui porte
le No. 1234

R.CA. INTERNATIONAL RERVICE

ILM. NOLLINGSHEAD CORYP,

RABEL

RADALSR

RAMDLER

LIFE INSURANCE CO. 01
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1702 — RAULAND CORP. OF CIIICAGO
- Cetle firinc remplace la firme qul porte
le No. 514
1703 — RELIGIOUX ZIONISTES OFF AMERICA
1704 ~ THE BEPUBLIC STEEL COUY, (225, W, pros-
pect Ave. Clevcland 15 Ohio) ¢t ses usines sl-
tubes dans ks villes suivanties: .
Clevelund Ohio — Detroit Michignn — Drooke
Hin, New York — Klyria Oiilo — Bouth Chicago,
NMiinols — Warren Ohlo — Nilcs Ohlo — New-
ton Falls Ohic — Mamillon Ohio ~ Canton
Ohlo — Youngstown Ohio -— Gadsden Alubama
— Birmingham Alabama — Buffalo, New York
— Troy Ncw York — Beaver Fajls, Pennsyl-
vanis — Gary Indania ~— East Hart{ord Con-
nocticut — Los Angeles — California — Har-
rsburg Penn — Charlotte North Carolina —
Nitro West Virginia,
1705 — RKVLON INC, (666, 5th, New York 19 N.Y.
UBA)
1706 — REVLON INTERNAYIONAJ CORD. N.Y.
1707 — RIVERSINE INSURANCE OOMPANY
1708 — ROGENL PFEET
1700 -~ ROGER I'VY.T COMPANY et ses burcaux &
842, Broadway — New York et sa marque
commerelalc qui porte son nom
1710 — BOGOSIN INDUSTRIES LTD. NEW YORK
— Cette firme remplace Ja finme qui ports
le No. 530
1711 — ROMPERL NOOM  CHILD DEVELOPLIENT
CUNTER INC.
1713 — ROMPER NOOM PNTUUEPRIKRES INO.
1713 — RONIICO CONY. A Arccibo ’
1714 — RONRICO GOLY
1716 — RONI(CO WINITE
1716 — RUDIN NLFDLE CRAIT (45 West 34th
Street, New York 1, N.Y,
— Cetle firme remplace In firme qui ports
le No. 534
1717 — RUSBTRAK DIVISION
1718 — K.O. ETTFS
1710 — 808,
1720 ~— BABKINA FRAGRANCLES LT, (2R-10, 41 6t
Ave. Long Ixland City, New York 31301 et s0n
adresso poatale 520 IMitth Ave. New York N.Y.
1781 — HALLY HCHTIANK (Marque de sous-vétements
et de Chemises de nuit pour dames se rappor-
tant & Ja firme américaine M.O. BCUIRANK
©0. L.TD.
1732 — BANFORIZED YLUS
1723 — RANVORIZED ILUS 2
1724 — BATINA
1718 — SCHRANK
1716 — KCHEER TUMICO INO. (8t. James Minne-
' sofa)
17137 — SCIENTIVIC DATA SYSTEMS (A.D.8.) (1049,
Seventh 5t. Bunta Alonica, California
1728 — BFA WEED
1729 — BEANOARD MANUPF. CO.

1720 — BEARSK FINANCE CONP. (DEL)

1931 ~ SEARS INTERNATIONAL CORP.

1732 — BEARS ROEBUCK & CO. (975 Shoman Ave.
Chicage Ill. ¢t son miccursale & DPhiladeitia
4940 Rooscvell Bivd)

1733 — SEARS ROFBUCK OVERSEAS ING. (DEL)

1784 — SEARS ROLBUCK DF. FUERTO RICA INC.

(DEL) .
1985 — BEARS ROEDUCK S.A. (DEL) CENTRAL
ABIERICAN

1738 — BEENUNG CORPORATION OF DELAWARE
~ L'importation de¢ ses disques imprimés par
1a flrme R.C.A. ou par rcx suce. ost Interdile
17187 — BEEBUKG MUSIO LIBRARIY INC.
— L'fmportation de ses disques fmprimés par
la firme JL.C A. ou pnr aes suce. est interdite
1738 — SCEBURG PRODUCYS DIVISION
— Liimportation de ses disques imprimés par
Ja firme R.C A. ou par sex succ. est interdite -
1789 — SEMINARY S0UTT. INC.
1740 — SLROEE HOLDING LTD,
— Limportation de ses dlsqiics Imprimés pax
la firme R.C A. ou par res succ. est interdite
1141 — BHERMAN CONCRETE PIPKE
1742 — BIIOLEM ALECICHYAM FOLK INSTIUTE
1743 — BIGMA PRODUCTION INC. (711-Fifth Ave.
Now York N.Y. connue sous Je nom OTTO
PREMINGER TILM Uadresse de gon bureau
principal est G451 — Maruthon Street, 1lolly.
wood, Califinnin®90038
1744 — BIL.VER KILEEN

1748 — KONNEBORN ABSOCIATID PETROLIUM

oconr,

1MG — EONOTONF CORP,

14T — SOUTHERN TEXTILES ING.

148 — SPRING CITY KNITTING €O, (8pring City
Pennsylvania)

1749 — M.C. SCITRANK COMPANY INC. (417 Fifth
Avenue New York, N.Y.)

1760 — BTATE TAX SERVICE

1784 — ETERLING DIE OFPERATION (Cleveland —
Ohju) connue avant : STERVLING DI €CO.
= Cette firma remplece les firmes qui portent

lex No. 5677 et 1307

1783 — BUPULR - STAT (Maique sommerciple des pro-
duits de la firmo américaine APLCO CONI.

17638 ~— SUPLR - 8TAY ROLL - O - MATIC (Marque
commercinle des prodults do la firme amérd-
ealne : ATKCO COLP, ’

1734 — BUPER - RVAT Il (Marque commerciale des
prodults de la firme mintricaine : APECO
CORP.

1785 — SUI'ER - BTATE - ULTRA (Marque commer-
elalc 4cs prodults de 13 flrme américaine :
AT'ECO CORY.

1760 — TERMINAL FREIGIT MANDLING CO.
(DEL)

1187 — TORINO (Marque do voitures appartenante A
Fono)



1768 -
3700 --
1960 -~
1761
1762 —
1763 ~~
1764 —-

3965 - -

1766 —
1707~

1768 —
1769 ——

1790 —
M —
3772 -
1773 —

1 —
1% —

1776 —
W —-

1778 —-

YD -

1780 - -
1188 —
IR —
1788 —
17548
1785 —
1786 —

17 —
1748 —-

1780 -~

170 —

1701 —

1902 —

1798 -~
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TIHG SANFCRIZED COMPARY (730 Fifth

Avenue, New Yark City} et ses succursales

FORING BROUGIHAM  (Marque de voilures

sppartenante a FORI)

TORINOG COBRA (Murque de voilures appar-

tenante & }FORD)

FORINO 500 (Marquc de vollures apparicnsn-

te 4 ¥ORDL)

TORINO GT. (Margue de voltures apparte-

nante & FORD)

TORK FIME CONTROSS INC.

FOWN AN COUNTHRY ARUXNDAL INC.

IRANLO MANUFACTURING & BAJ.ES

COMPANY

TRANS AMERICA CAR LEASING

THANS AMEUICA COLP. (100, Montgomery

Street, 8an Fiancis¢o, Californin 9411 U.S.A.

FTRANR AMERICA CRUDT CORP.

TIHANS AMERICA DEVELOPCENT COM-

PANY

TRRANK AMERICA FINANCIAL CORy.

TRANE AMERICA INSURANCE COMPANY

TRANS AMLIICA LEASING CORU.

TRANS AMERICA LIFE IBURANCE & AN-

NUITY COMPARY

TRANB AMERICY RESLARCH conp.

PRANS AMERICA TITLE INSURANCE Co.

TUES ESTRELLAS

TURLY R

W5, WALLBOARD MACHINERY CO. (90

Bioad Kt. New Yeork) .

UNION 01F AMERICAN HERIUAV CONGRY-

GATIONS COMMITTEE ON JEWISIE 1DV

CATION

UNION CAMP, COXV. (1600 Valicy rood,

Waync, New Jersey 07470)

UNITED ARTISTR COl. (729, Sewenth Ave-

wue New York)

UNIPED ARTISIS MUSIC CO. INC.

UNITLD ARTINTS RECORDS

UNITED ARTISTS TELLVISION INC.

UNITED MANUPACYURING COUY

-= L'portation de disques fmprimés pnr la
firme R.C.A, ou par scs suce. o5t interdite

UNITED KRY'H718 CORE. (518 Woodley road,

Dayton, Ohio 45103)

UNIVERSAL KUADLE COus

UNITED SYNAGOGUE 0 AMERICA: (Com-

missfon of Jowish Education)

VAL, MODE LINGERIE INC. (102, Mudison

Avenue, New Yok NY)

VAL, MODE SLEEPWEAR INC. (102, Madi-

gon Avenue, New York N.Y.)

VAN RAALYE CO, INC. (417 Fifth Av. New

York N.Y.)

VERXITRON CORDP, (175 cosmmunity Drive

Lake Snuceeru, New York N.Y, 11021 US.A)

WARMINSYLER FIBERGLASS CO,

(8outhampton Leansylvania US.A.)

1599
1703

- WARWICK ELECFYHONICS INC,
— WARWICK MG, CO.

1796 — W. Ih SAUNDERS CO.

1707

1788

1799

1800
1801
1802
1803

1804
1£05
1206

1807
1808
1809

1810
1811

1812

1813

1814
1815
1816

20

(33

91
120
123
128
163
234
222
22¢
227
242
251t
255

P22}

— WOODLAND DISTHISUTING CO.

— WEG MATIC CORP. (600, Madison Ave. New

York, 21)
= Celte firinc remplace la firme qui porte
le No. 13715 -

= WHIREPOOL COLNF, el ses six usines &
Clyde Ohio — Marion Oltio -~ Evansville In-
diana — Laport, Indiana -~ St. Joseph Michi-
gan, 8t 1"aul Minnesota.
— Cetle firme remplace la finue qui porte
i¢ No, 1379
— WELLIAMS ELECTRONICS INC.
— ISimportation des ditques imprines par la
firme R.CA. ou par ses succ. cst Interdite
— WITCO INTERNATIONAL CORDP.
Lo WAOLVELRINE INSUKANCE CO.
— WOM & AMLRICAN

(Centrul
¥alls, Bhode Islund)

— WOLRHMEN'S CIRCLE

—- YARDNEY CHEWICAL INC,

— YARDNEY ELLUCTRIC CORY. (40-52 1éonard
Slrect, New York N.Y. 10013)

— YARDXNEY ENTLETUISES

— YARDNEY INTERNATIONAL CORE.

— YORKIOAWN INDUSTRIES INC. (330 Factory
Ttoad, Addison,“Iiiinois G0101)

— YOUNG — QUINLAN

— YOUNG —- QUINLAN (nom commeicial des
guntre magnsing & minéapolis --- 8t Paul -
S1. Louls I'atk —- St. Anthory Village)

- YOUNG -— QUINLAN BOTHSCINRLD {Min-
neapolis, &t. Paul, 8L Louis Park, 8t, Anthony
Vilage) (Mimesota)

— YESIHVA UNIVERSITY : Communily Scrvi-
ces Ihivision

— ZENITIE RADIO COLP. O1 NEW YORX

- ZIONIST OLGANILATION OFF AMERICA

- 154 FIVTH AVENUE COLPOLATION

FIRMES LBERERS

— Amdérican Isracl © nermills

— Baysid Land Corp.

-= Burlingion Industrie Inc.

—, Compania Occidental Mexicana SA.

-~ Clazier Sand and Giavei Co.

— Compuny Occidental Mexicana 8.A.

— D.W. Onars wnd Sons Ine.

— Foothill Llcclrie Corp. Electrical Contracting
— Genersd Paper- Company

~— General Tires und Rubber Co.

~ Glipin Construetion Co. Ltd.

— Gypsum Carsler Jne.

— Hennhiper Brewery Internationnd Corp.
— Henrt ), Kaiter

~- Kaiser KEngincers 1nternational |

'
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22 ¢t 327 -~ Kalser Atreraft et Electrontcs Division

326 —~ Kalser Frazer

328 -~ Koiscr Aluminium and Chemical Corp.

329 —. Kalser Bauxile

330 — Kniser Broadeasting Divisxion

33) — Kaiser Center Inc.

232 — Kaiscr Communily Homes

333 — Kaiscr Elcctronics inc.

334 — Kaiscer Engineers Division

$35 -— Kaiser Engincers Interaational Division

3306 —- Kalacr Foundution iospitals

337 -— Kuiser Foundation Health I'lan inc.

338 — Kaiser Foundation School Nursing

332 — Kaiser Foundution Medicol Care Program

340 — Kaiser CGypsuin Co. Inc.

341 — Kaiser Hawail - Kal Development Co.

343 — Kalzer Metai Products Corp.

344 — Kaiser 8and Gravel and Division

345 — Kafwr Services

346 — Kaiscr Stecl Corp,

371 — Loan Corp. LTD.

€23 — Mitsubishi AT fo Chemical Co.

423/b — Mitsubishi Chemical Inc.

481 — Monstanto Iberica 8.A,

4%0 — Mortgage ¢t Savihs Bank LTD.

444 -~ Nutionsl 8lecl and Shipbuilding Co.

440 -~ Naution Stcel et Shipbuilding Co.

471 — Peacific Gypsum Co.

480 -— Permanente Cement Co.

482 — Permaucnte Services Inc,

483 — Permunente Scrviees of Hawail Iné.

487 — DPoennsylvania Division

499 — l'ioncer \Vomea's Commercial Bonds of lerac)
Governmeat

506/b — Princcton Knltting Mills Inc,

656 — La Société Monsanty Boussis BA.

S8Y — Bolcvor Inc. (250, West O7th St. New Yoik
19 N.Y.) (voir No. 1299) -

804 — SBouthern Permancnte Services Inc.

$7) -— Blandard Magnesiun and Chemical

607 .— Turover Isador

661l — Unela

612 — Uniou Bag. Camp. Paper Corp.

G614 — Uuited Near Ksst Laboratorics

GBS -~ Anwrican Continental Co. of Japon

Y00 — Amcrican Trust Co.

783 — Donwiltcller Co.

976 — Bycrs AM. Inc.

5 -— Chicago

827 — Consejo de 1a Education Israclila

828 -— Conscjo Ejcculivo de la Congreso Judio..,

833 — Crfatora Canada LTD. (Firme canadicnnc mes-
tionnée snus Ic No, 79)

835 -~ Elco Connrctors

K69 — Eleclric Motor of [tochesier N.Y.

R83 — FEltra Corporation

B5Y --- Emhart Corp.

$10 — Fediraclon Sionista Universitaria

911 -— Fédtracion Sionistn Revistonista

030 — CGuiis Manufacturing Comnpa~y of Fairmont
932 -~ Géoding, Jennu Incor.

855 — Ceueral Tire International Co.

061 — Glacier Sand and Gravel Co.

969 — Greton

078 — Hand M. Wilson Opération Cadany

215 — Hammond

981 — Hawali-Kai Co. Services

18 — Inptnieria Y. Constructiones Kaiser S.A.
1020 — International Puckers L1'D.

1026 -— Israc) Alsbama WWire Corp.

1029 ~— lsrael Pmergeucy Fund.

1037 — Janrico Inc.

1031 — Kaiser Acrospace and Elcctronics Corp.
1053 -~ Kniser Aluminium

1053 —- Kalser Ahluntstum and Chemical Sales lane.
1058 — Kalser Aluminfum

1066 — Kalser Aluminium

1056 — Kaiser Coment

1067 — Rniser Chemical Interpational

1058 — Kaiser Co. Inginccring and Construction
1859 — Kaiser Co. Inginecring und Construction
1060 — Katser Cox Cowp.

106 — Kalser Electronics Inc.

1062 —. Kniser

1008 — Kalser
1064 — Kaiser

1063 — Xaiser

1066 — Kalzer

1067 -~ Kalrer

1068 — Kalser

1069 — Kalsor

1070 — Kalser

1071 — Xaiser

1102 - Los Angclies Lynwood Oil Dale “Vatson
1130 — Missousl Ropers Corp.

1137 — Moriuccal Land und 1nves,

1189 — Movimento Bio Nistadetrabajo

1140 — Movimento Sionistn partidar

1188 — Patcrxon Perthamboy

1183 — Pernancnte Steam Ship Corp.

Y — Permancnle Trucklng Co.

1107 — Petrolia

1214 — Prospect Corp.

J275 — Rex-International

1354 — United Jewish Appeal for FFilm Industry
13718 — Wcll Co. Shue

1384 — Association Jehova

1300 — The York Fund Incorp.

1308 — H.K.O0. Ceneral Inc.

1380 — Travsmnission IProducts Inc.
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NAVIRES BOYCOTTES

29 — BAMOSET

U.S.A

NAVIRES LIBERES

16 — Jesac Lykes
29 - Export Alde

VENEZUELA

FIRMES BOYCOTTEES

41 — B'MAL B'RITH

43 — FORD MOTOR CREDIT COMPANY INYER-
NATIONAL

43 -— NECH{ D) VENEZUELA (EDY Caoma, Mez-
zaping Av. Urdancta, Caracas)

4 — SEARS LOEBUCK DI VENEZUELA B.A,
(Vencauela) .

46 — TELEVEN KA. (Av. Los Aricos Laregs
No. 125+ 97, Maracaibo, Venezucla

FIRMKS LIBEREES

1 — BANCO NOLLANDLS UNIDO (Caracouse,
Merakibo)
' 30 — C.A. GENERAL DE FINANAS E. INDUS-
TRIAS

WIRMES FT ETABLISSEMENTS BTRANGERS
PRIVES D'AGENCE DIE $0CIETE: ARADE

1 — CARIBBEAN EXPREES CA. (IO.L. 2540,
Veross A. Jesultus Cutacus Vensaudli)
. Cette firme fonplace Ja firme gqui porte le

46 — ZENITII (& Maysquibo} No. 18

VIETNAM

FIRMES BOYCOITELS

1 — FFUJI XERZOX FAR EAST LTD. BAIGON (194
Congly Bireet, S8aigon, Vietnam)

N YOUGOSLAVIE

FIRMES DOYCOTTEES

12— LALY. INDUATRIA MOTORNIN VOZIIL

(Novo Mesto, Slovenia)

— L'importation des voitures Micropos modile
LM.V. 1600) avec moteur Austin - Morris
est Interdite

18 — LMLV, 1600 (vollure Micropas)

FIRMES LIBEKKES
1 — DBAGAT FACTORY O SWING MACHIND
NAVIRIS BOYCOTTES

$ — TRAVNIK
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ADDITIF No. 2, DECISION DU CONSEIL DES MINISTRES PRISE
EN SA SEANCE DU 12-6-1974 [P-U No. 29/31]

156 — KEREN JIAYESSOD EN JSRALL - FONDS
UNIFIE A BRUXELLES

(Cetie firme remplace la firme No. 122)
B VY 7

157 — KEREN FIAYESOD HAMOGBIT HAMENKE
DETLE ISRAEL

AT L a“"

(Ccllc firme runplncc Ia {irme No 12})

Bao sl 1 Shaa iy CALYY, SAdid)y tuy ) GY,
et e T2

P e S 0% O e

ceaatll, L..u,m e kel st b by
o= et rdl M LG b Gle o Y Led o
o o Jyis

Keren )vlaycuod W peeallidicallp ) 5 WG an
o L g VU oy Lae Sobadl ) lndi
FIRMES LIBERECES
100 — SAGA
EE RSt e Y

80 — 1LS.IE. (Intcrnational Sccuritica Invesiment
Pund)

“112 — CAMY WATCIl SA.
125 ~ ENZO WATCH SA.
182 — STOUN FRERLS BOREA WATCH CO.
H VIR P SO
121 — CRONEL WATCII SA.

[ ‘.

TANZANID

. FIRMES BOYCOTTEES
10 — METRO FURNITURES LTD.
P.O.Box 850, Dar Es Salam

s it AN Lle i Jaws

Lol Lo il L1 Gleas 1y SAS, Y, Loy b UV,
i o Sdey Ll bgtas )

Winzslita a.m\ L9 a0l 0u5it it i O e
‘,.J [OVEN | g‘ duy ¢ Letladt l.r\....- d ey e s

¢ LB ALY ez

(Cette firme remplace la firme No. 8)

"TURQUILS

FIRMES BOYCOTTLLS

232 — BURSA VITAMINLI YEEM SANAYII AS.

233 — BANDIRMA YEM SANAYI 17D, SIRKET]
BANDIRMA (remplace Je No, 207)

234 — BOLUV I'TANINLI YEN SANAYII AS., BOLY
(remplace Jc No. 209)
b Lo ol ) ...t....;n, CAS 2y ey e,
. Odvy Wl Uyias 0
S, Wi R ek OV
rmad Pipadllly Wbl Il slast slenlp s Gl oy
W Ll St Ly picle oo oo ks (B 801 G
I VI R Y PRORNIVIRR | B F-RLS | T
- D LI U GRS O et o) A
Vitaminli Yem Sanayii A.S.
o WY ey ) Yy L JolT aandd
ORI | I PUS CT R N
Topkapi Vitaminli Yem Sanayii AS.
FIRMES LIBEREES
52 — G. AND E.A. BAKER LTD.

! pralt amdy

Lo Lo ol 1 A 3y 0AF 20 Wes ) Sy
o Odry Ll U ytas i

G. VE. A, BAKER LIMITED

! TATIWAN

NAVIR)S BOYCOTTES
l = TAI YUAN

V.A.h,m P LN N
Zim Line

JUFCPRN S T VY] OIS S VY,

U.S8.A.

FIRMES BOYCOTTELS
1817 — APLIECO CORPORATION

Lo Gae abd AV Sas ity S0 Wey b S
ol R ) AL ) Ol B e WSy ¢ e g Ll bl )
American Photocopy Fquipment Company
e tgns Lasd S d 65 Ly 3 U ooy Yas Jatud sl
Apcco Corporation

{Cette firme remiplace Ja firine No 1433)
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1818 — CIHICAGO SPLECIALTY MANUFACTURING
7500 Linder, Skokie, Jlinvis. US.A.
Lole L paled (11 CAjil, O U0, tey i i,

o Sdey lalos U pias )
o= taad Lorryn Sclomon : et of et o) Ay
Tl & Gl A prealt Jyd! Gy 0yt L alt Y e
IF PRI [JEE PR L RE VIV VRppre [ ISP | RO N I POV

Cegh LML Sty Dby
¢ LU VLY LYl o caled Y dasy
(Ceute firme remplace la firme No. 797)
1319 — COLT INDUSTRILS INTERNATIONAL INC.
Lole Lo ol AV Aty SN 01, Wy ) S,
o Odpy Ll Uy )
BRI I I AR VR
Colt Indusiries Inc,
cles) DY ey e ot lalt
(Ccetie Tivme remplace Ja firme No. 1499
1820 — CULTLER IIAMMER
L PH JEPSN
4201 N.27ibh Suect Milwaukee, Wis $3216,
USA. _
Lole tpe gl oL_;sl\, A LMYy ey Wb,

o SHey e byt
Anlr S el S A el W) el o) e
ALY Yol o el G dagy » AV et

’ « L
{Cetic firme remplace la firme No. 1510)
1821 — IGNAES. DEVELOPMENT CORL.
. A0 East 42nd Si. Noew Yol LNY. 10017

Lol Lo poled A S flly S, U0 Wy 5 Sy
. . o oadey Wl byt )

o Gilg il 05K O e

Srmaed Hlonestecdty L1Y ol i} slanslp g OV 1oy
e Ligeall Syl Ly peds ot e s 068 MY, L
s U sl LNt U

A SV J [UWL Jy FTIY RVl S W IRTCNISS [ IR VWIRD '3 7Y
QU 5% [RFIWES [P Rt I IR UM JECLEH WP W PR ]
o et gV o Nl

(Cette firme remplace 1a firme No. 1592)

1822 — KEM MANUFACTURING CORPORAYTION,
CLERFACT LABORATOREES

2075 Tucker Industrial Road, Tucker, Georpla
30084, US.A.

(Cetie [ume remplace Ja firme No. 1600)

Unazdl iolidt 4 ylaaf V00 (LY Jlas j ot 0y
Y, AL

Yoo Lar ol AV S Sty S0 Ly UV,
. =l Oy L Lyt )

1823 — KLEAY INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION

2073, ‘Fuckcr, Industrial Road, Tucker, Geor-
gia 30084, USA.

(Cette firme remplace Ia firme No. 1601)

1824 — KEM SUFPLY CORPORATION
San Juum, Pucrio Rico

(Cette firmce remplace Ja firme No, 1602)
1828 — KM MANUFACTURING Ccoup,
78 Soulh Linden Roud, South Sanfrancisco,
Califoinia, US.A.
(Cetie finme femplace la fiime No. 1599)
WS P I0E WU RN VL L I 3 PR I " TS VE Y RG0S
IV U, I VPEUS L RPRCII SR RIS E1 2N W] B T
AR WA
1826 — MIRISCIT PRODUCTION CoO.
’ H PH AP
1041 N. Formosa St. Los Angeles, Colif. -
USA.
Lale L paly AV Slojlly O, U0y e, J WY,
o ey bl byt yt
1,2_,_¢J A2 e S el cl;;l SV Ol W ol o) A
o Ly L Ay Yl
(Cetic firme remplace 1a firme No. 1613)
1827 — YARDNLEY LELLCTRIC CORPORATION
40-52 Leonaud Streel, NUY. 10013, USA.
" (remplace No. 1806)

Dps o ShRdl Bls e Jed Yy

Silver — Zinc » Silver — Cadiiim

Lole Las pabed (A Sl jlly O 200 Ley J GV,
-1 Lty Oey tele byl )yt

1828 — YARDNEY CHEMICAL INC. (remplace No.
1805) :
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1829 — YARDNILY INTERNATLONAL CORP. (cin-
place No. 3808)

1830 — YARDNLEY ENTERPRISES
1807)

(rempluce No.

Vs BV il U1 Slaie B) ot pie OV
i) Wiaa o Al ) R &) e

. HIE S B{ 0 [ < g1 | ECICEDI VO RPN SRR WA
Tadiran lsracl Llectronics Indusirics
ot el Gb Aeary 4 O pRI e Giniie piear b )
: o UL ALY LY

FIRMES LIBERLILS
§1 — DANCO AMERICANO ISRAELI
GRS OV Ay
492 — PHILADELIIIIA NATIONAL BANK
NAVIRES BOYCOTTLS
30 — OVERSLAS BULKILR
Ex / Overscas Yaaplorer Y
Ex / Globe Mxploree — Ex/Currlbcan Stav
P el § A Y S O e
Garibban Star (Carribean Star)
: vJ\..h g PVUST [P WP VESUB P BVU Ry S
Overscas butker
Al AW ey

YOUGOSIA VLY

FIRMES BOYCOTTLES
14 — SAPONIA TVORINICA SAFUNA
2, Matije Gupea Ulien Usijek
Lol an pald ) e Iy O 200y Wy b 330
e @ Oy W Uy )
I ezl e sk e 0 Loge ledh s OV
Helena Rubinstein Ltd. 108 V10,00 o0 & Yai o
Lo dh & Snsil) sda ooy Lpsyp BU o gan Joladt il

. : RV
1 — Skin Life Cicoin

2 — Vyc Shadow Stick

3 — Lye Pencil

4 — Eye Cream Special

$ — Lyc Liner

6 — Fashion Matte ‘

7 — Skin Dew Emul Sion

74-7172 O - 16 -9

8 — Shkindew Crowm
9 — Skin Dew Emolliom Cleanser

10 — Skin Dew Cleimser Concenteate and  Eyv
Make up Remover

1} — Skin Dew Tieibal Lotion
12 —— Skin Dew Freshener and Toner
13 — Skin Dew Lye Cream
14 — Skin Dew Dand Cicam
15 — Orbital Gling
16 — Skin Lifc Emutsion
17 — SF.CM. up — Re ¥ill
18 .= Lnglish Complexion Powder
19 — Silk Fashion Complex
20 — Mlumination Eye
Helena Rubinstein Ltd, Tas oNas 0100 e o) 4o
s Lad j Giade 5 Loy B0 g Las Joladt alt
SV sy i S ) ceds W) e M € il
. ‘ o P
15 — LUXOL
Zienjanin 2300 PO.D. 50

Wobe e il I Sl ity U0y Ly 4,
: s Oy Wom b yae o)

o Winite b pati o € b5 i) O 0V b
Ly IV Gl AU, sl el et ol
Helene Cortis International (s 9 &5, o jooi o
LR S0 [N UETI RrY H P | R | RO PEL PN
Helene Curtiz Europa NV,
FE VY Ol g A6 e gt )
BOJEZA KOSU At o o i
b— CRNA/L
2 — Ulira CRNA — 2
3 — Crhosinedjn — 10
4 — Tamposmedjn — J1
5 — Smedja — §2
6 ~— Svctlosmedjn — 13
1 — Tamnoplava — 14
§ — Plava — 15
9 — Swvetloplava — 16
10 — Ultra Plava — 17
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FIRMES DONT LES PRODUITS SONT PROHIBES

ADDITIF No. 3, DECISION DU CONSEIL DES MINISTRES PRISE EN
SA SEANCE DU 12-6-1974 [P-V No. 29/33]

TANZANILZ

2 —~ WAFUGAJI WAKUKU CO. COOPERATIVE
SOCIETY

WSy Lo B o badll Glwt o)) tit cad ' A
oAyl e 1A Y s de Aonzin Jan ba € itV &2t iyl

(8.A.

LI AU s QA LY iyt
1 — Beauty Mist
2 — Today's Girl
3 — May Qucen
4 — First — To — Last
S W P TIE T RTINS -fc‘*”‘*" ol A els,
¢ L gt S g 0

Hanes Corporation 1 45 ¥ & 20 oAt

YOUGUSLAVIL

1 = COOPERATIVA EXPORYT — IAPORT
OUilicev Venae S, P.O.B. 183, Beograd 41000
o et A et U Wit ot b ae by
el s Syt Me Loy anly pti gV ¢ SN
2 — 1IIERCEGOVKA MOSTAR
Mostar 679000
P Rl W Adandt o Joan Lt ot oV da <UD,
Bosnaplud I $3%e gy d) L YV e b
P H EL VL POV I PRI Lpasiay r,a'u,
3 — NAVIP — IZVOZNO PRLDUZLECE
Beograd -+ Zemun §1081 Sime Solaje 7
JElt oo Opels ML aped WY & O aay Sl

plarly gaadd asy My st JE2 ) Leganty Lnpariais 0540y
o ilina

4 — VITAMINKA TVORNICA VOCNIIE SONOVA
I KONZERVI

Banjuluha 76000 Pitansk 23
J ISt chmlty S Jik G e o e Sy
¢ e dil ceay AUV s o Wit
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FIRMES ET NAVIRES BOYCOTTES—~ POUR TRAFIC AVEC
ISRAEL

ADDITIF NO. 4, DECJSIONS DU CONSEIL DES EN SA SEANCE
DU 11-9-1974 [P-V No. 43/19—-P-V No. 43/22]

W6 b A yrgmall U0t Ay f“.b ol gae als o 200, 4o
o ol JpR e gptyall el
eDavid Nessim Gaon v 3 pald i puead o) cadt du
Gl A peadl Jdt Gy S R NI Jjes g gyl
PR g e B
160 — C.0.S.1. L:S COLLINLS DE SION S.A.
(10, Rue de Ja Dent — Blanche, Sion)
Lol Lo pal 0V Ol g1y O Y, by Sl
’ POy ie byl )
LG Y Ogf o)
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Chairman Morcan. Thank you. The committee stands adjourned
until 9 o’clock tomorrow morning.

[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the commlttee adjourned, to reconvene
at 8a.m,, Thursday, June 10, 1976. ]



EXTENSION OF THE EXPORT ADMINISTRATION
ACT OF 1969

THURSDAY, JUNE 10, 1976

Housk or REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met at 9:20 a.m. in room 2172, Rayburn House Office
Building, Hon. Thomas E. Morgan (chairman of the committee)
presiding.

Chairman Morcax. The committee will please come to order.

The Committee on International Relations today begins its third
day of hearings on the Export Administration Act. During the 2 pre-
vious days we received testimony from the Departments of State,
Defense, and the Treasury.

Todzu we are going to hear from Members of Congress and some
private groups. Because of the large number of witnesses we have
today, we scheduled this session at 9 a.m. and we hope to continue
until 12 noon or later. if we can.

We would appreciate it if most of the witnesses could summarize
their statements or keep them as short as possible.

Our first witness today is a distinguished member of this com-
mittee, the very active and dedicated Member of Congress from the
State of New York, the Honorable Benjamin Rosenthsal.

Mr. Rosenthal, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. RosextiaL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

BOYCOTT PRESSURE ON U.8, BANKS

AMr. Chairman, T appreciate the opportunity to appear before you

to testify on Arab and other foreign boycotts of American business.
The Government Operations Subcommittee on Commerce, Consumer
and Monetary Affairs, which I chair. has just held 2 days of hearings
on this subject.
' The focus of that inquiry was the pressures exerted on the Ameri-
can financial community and throueh it. American industry, to com-
ply with Arab boycott demands. Among the witnesses were Chair-
man Roderick Hills of the SE(': the General Counsel of the Federal
Reserve Board; the head of the Commerce Department's Office of Ex-
port A(lministration, and officials of Chemical Bank and Morgan
Guaranty.
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The thrust of the testimony was twofold. First, virtually all of this
country’s banks have been forced to extract their customers’ com-
pliance with the boycott as the price of their receiving payments
under Arab letters of credit. Second, Federal agencies consider them-
selves virtually poweriess to protect U.S. banks and industry from
these pressures.

Those hearings put the lie to one of the prime contentions of boy-
cott apologists that the boycott is directed solely against Israel. As
the top bank and Federal officials made clear, the Arab boycott is
largely a boycott of American business.

In its secondary aspect, the boycott seeks to prevent American in-
dustry from doing busine s with one of this Nation's principal tcad-
ing partners—Israel—and precludes blacklisted Americar firms from
doing business in the growing markets of the 20 States ¢f the Arab
League.

Iguthe boycott’s so-called tertiary aspect, American companies are
pressured into discriminating azainst other American companies;
that is those on the boycott list.

OPERATIONS OF THE BOYCOTT

Mr. Chairman, it is important to understand how the boycott of
American business operates. Virtually from the founding of Israel in
1948, Arab States ceased to do husmess with that state. While an
unfortunate consequence of the hostilities in the Middle East, never-
theless this severance of economic relations has precedents in interna-
tional relations and resembles U.S. policy with respect to countries
such as Cuba. Vietnam. and North Korea.

But, the Arab States carried this practice further and elected to in-
clude innocent third paries. inclnding American businesses, not other-
wise involved in the Middle East dispute.

This escalation led to the development of a list of mostly Ameri-
can companies and individua's allegedlv connected in rome way with
Israel or with Jews with which no Arab State or company could do
business. This is the Arab blacklist, which in the 1970 Saudi Arabian
version made public by the Senate Subcommittee on Multinational
Corporations, contains the names of 1,500 more or less U.S. companies
and financial institutions.

The theory of the boycott is simple. No company on the blacklist
ghould expect to do business with any Arab States or business. Con-
versely, any company doing business with an Arab State or business
cannot do business with Israel.

In practice, as a condition of doing business with Arab interests,
exporters are asked to certifv that they do not sell to Israel, shipping
lines must confirm that vessels stopping at Arab ports have not
stopped in Israel, manufacturers must stipulate that they have no
Israeli operations and their products contain no Israel-made com-
ponents, banks honor certain letters of credit only for customers who
certify they have no dealings with Israel.

This economic pressure by Arabs directly against U.S. firms has
been called the secondary boycoit. But. the reach of the hoycott can
be far wider to encompass not only doing business with Israel. but
also doing business with any company which does business with Israel.
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U.S. firms are thus put in the position of discriminating against
other U.S. firms pursuant to the dictates of foreign gov.raments. In
any form, it is equally repugnant in restricting the freedom of Ameri-
can concerns to do business with whom they wish.

IMPACT OF THE BOYCOTT

The Arab boycott has an enormous impact upon American business.
The House Commerce Investigations Subcommittee reported last
month that American firms are complging with over 90 percent of the
boycott requests as the cost of doing business with Arab States,

he subcommittee, headed by Congressman Moss, also found that
during 1974 and 1975, 637 U.S. exporters sold at least $352.9 million
and as much as $781.5 million in goods and services under boycott
conditions.

The actual figure is unknown since many firms reporting to the
Commerce Department on boycott pressures refused to admit whether
they had given in or not. The Commerce Department has required in-
formation as to compliance only since late 1975. )

In the hearings before my subcommittee, banks gave gmphic evi-
dence of the pervasiveness of boycott requests. The resident counsel
of Morgan Guaranty testified that in the 4 months from December
1975 to April 1976 his bank had received 824 letters of credit in a total
amount of $41,237,815 containing boycott clauses.

These letters of credit were issued not only by Arab banks but also
bﬁ' banks in other Asian and African countries which have joined
the boycott against American businesses. In each of these instances,
Morgan Guaranty exacted compliance with the boycott as a condition
of payment to the American exporter under the letter of credit,

Appearing on the boycott list can have a significant impact upon a
U.S. company’s business. RCA offers a typical examp]g. Prior to
being included on the blacklist, RCA did about $10 million worth of
business annually with the Arab world.

The company had every reason to believe, it has said, that its sales
would have increased substantially over this figure, Today, as a con-
sequence of being boycotted, RCA operations in Arab countries have
shrunk to under $1 million, which they state is a direct loss of over
$9 million.

EFFECT ON ISRAEL

The boycott not only is hurting American businesses which must
choose between doing husiness with Arabs or Israelis, it is also having
a dire and direct impact upon Israel. This impact has been greatest in
certain high technology areas where the compliance of a few American
firms with the boycott precludes access to vital new developments.

In the area of energy exploration, for example, Israel has been un-
able to draw upon the services of the American petroleum giants for
assistance in finding new sources of oil. This has forced Israel into a
partnership with a non-American company and has prompted strict
secrecy as to the identity of this company for fear of reprisal.

Communications technology is another area where Tsrael has had to
look elsewhere at greater expense for the assistance which American
companies could better provide. This impact on both U.S. companies
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and Israel threatens to increase substantially unless strong action is
taken to curb the domestic boycott. ,

A Saudi Arabian minister was recently here in the United States
exploring American investment in a Saudi development plan. In a
recent interview, he made it clear that investors would have to make
boycott declarations and certifications, thereby exciuding the 1,00
American companies on the blacklist and undoubtedly widening tne
number of companies which will feel constrained to avoid business
with Israel.

The Commerce Department estimates that Arab-American trade,
which amounted to $5.5 billion in 1975, is likely to double by 1980.
Action is urgently required before large segments of American indus-

tx{’y are divided into two groups, each one excluded from the other’s
Mideast market. '

UNCERTAINTY IN APPLICATION OF THE BOYCOTT

It is important, Mr. Chairman, to point out that the Arab boycott is
not an ironclad and impermeable structure. Indeed, the many leaks in
the boycott create an evil of their own in that they have created a new
fottage industry based on evading the boycott or getting off the boycott
ist.

There is no single boycott list. Although there is a coordination body
based in Damascus which has power to recommend addition or deletion
from the blacklist, each of 20 Arab countries and the Arab League it-
self has its own blacklist with its own wrinkles. The situation is further
complicated by the length and complexity of the boycott regulations
which contain 100 pages of detailed rules.

Finally, confusion 18 guaranteed by the secrecy surrounding the list
and the regulations. The boycott office has refused to make available
copies of either. The only published versions, dated 1970 and 1972
respectively, were first made public in February 1976 by the Senate
Subcommittee on Multinational Corporations.

The nature of the boycott as a capricious and extortionist device
is clear from the reactions of some American companies to the dis-
covery that they were on the 1970 Saudi Arabia list. A spokesman for
the Hertz system, which has licensed auto rental outlets in both Israel
and Egypt, declared: “We are puzzled to find ourselves listed. From
time to time we get applications from parties in Arab lands for
licenses.”

The chairman of the Lord and Taylor department store chain said
that he first learned of the blacklist in 1971 when a shipment of goods
was impounded in Saudi Arabia. “So we know we are on the list,” he
said. “But, we don’t know why, never having been told.”

A Burlington Industries spokesman noted, “I did not know we were
on any blacklist, and I don’t know why we should be. We are shocked
to hear it. We do business with both Israel and the Arab world—far
more business in the Arab world, in fact.”

The Republic Steel Corp. observed that it had been put on the list
“although we have neither any investments or interest in the Mideast.”

American Electric Power Co. spokesmen were similarly bewildered
asto their company’s appearance on the list.
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Those compsnies which could ascribe reasons to their being black-
"listed disclosed a catalog of capricious and arbitrary actions by Arab
boycott administrators. Xerox Corp. attributed blacklisting to a docu-
mentary on Israel sponsored in 1966, Coca-Cola was on because 1%
granted a franchise to an Israeli botiling company in the mid-1960’s.
Sears, Roebuck & Co. said its inclusion was due to the mistaken im-
pression that a British company, Sears Holding, I.td., was in some way
an affiliate. It is not. General Tire and Rubber appeared because a sub-
sidiary, since sold, once had a service arrangement with an Israeli
company.

Fortune magazine has noted that dozens of firms listed cannot be
found and some no longer exist. A spokesman for Laurance Rocke-
feller speculated that Laurance Rockefeller Associates—which never
existed—is mentioned because Rockefeller and a few colleagues once
had a minor interest in Elron Electronics Industries, an Israeli com-
pany, which they sold in 1967.

REMOVAL FROM THE BOYCOTT LIST

The experience of American companies in trying to get their names
off or keeping their names off the blacklist throws a different cast upon
the nature of the boycott. Instead of being a weapon in the war against
Israel, the boycott appears more as a means of extorting bribes and
additional business from U.S. concerns.

Earlier this year the SEC accused General Tire and Rubber Co.
of failing to disclose that it had paid $150,000 to a Saudi Arabian to
get its name off the boycott list. The alleged recipient was none other
than Adnan Khashoggi, the same individual who has been implicated
in many, many other Mideast commissions. General Tire subsequently
agreed to a court injunction barring future violations.

Bulova had a similar experience. Despite having no dealings in the
Middle East apart from its watches being on sale at duty free shops,
Bulova was placed on the blacklist. Later 2 Syrian lawyer approached
the company and offered a retainer to get its named removed.

Unfortunately, the lawyer was executed in a Damascus public hang-
ing before he could fulfill his promise. Undoubtedly other American
companies have been forced to resort to similar payoffs to get them-
selves off the blacklist.

But, the usual method of negotiation to expunge a name or keep it
off is somewhat subtler. What appears to be required is a willingness
to make an appropriate contribution to the economies of the Arab
world. Sometimes the contribution reportedly can be a strict quid pro
quo. Secretary Simon testified to this excortionist arrangement yester-
day before this committee. '

Hence, Xerox is “negotiating” to have its name stricken. The docu-
mentary film about Israel which prompted the blacklisting cost the
company $230,000 to produce. Xerox has been told that an investm-nt
of a like amount in an Arab State would suffice for delisting.

Ford Motor Co. is talking with the Egyptians about a similar ar-
rangement—assembling in Egynt automobiles to offset the 5,000 Ford
cars annually produced by an Israeli concern. The New York Times
reported that Sony was approached with a like arrangement—an elec-
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tronifs enterprise in an Arab country to “compensate” for one in
Israel.

Sometimes exceptions are made without explicit agreement due to
the bargaining position of the American concern. Hence, defense con-
tractors such as Mcisonnell Douglas, United Aircraft, General Elec-
tric, Hug:.es Aircraft, and Texaco do business in both Israel and the
Arab States without any apparent boycott interference. This is also
true of Hilton and IBM.

But how many smaller American exporters or manufacturers can
afford to enter into similar agreements with the Arabs? Why should
they be forced to submit to such extortion which is a violation of ex-
press U.S. policy #

According to recent indicat ons, this bribery may become even more
widespread. An article by the Arab press service cites pressures on the
central boycott office being exerted by individual Arab States to allow
multinational companies to buy their way off the blacklist by making
investments twice the size of their investment in Israel.

This would institutioralize the current informal extortion and
bribery which charactertizes the listing and delisting process.

TERTIARY BOYCOTT

Thus, far, Mr. Chairman, 1 have dealt with the direct impact of the
boycott on American firms, the so-called secondary boycott. I would
like now to turn the attention of the committee to an aspect of the
boycott which has occasionally been called the tertiary boycott—the
discrimination of certain American firms against other American and
European firms under pressure from Arab States.

This form of comphance with the boycott is illustrated by the fol-
lowing examples:

According to the testimony of SEC Chairman Hills before my
subcommittee, a “$30 to $40 million American company” interested in
receiving Arab inrestments felt coinpelled to end its sizable account
with an American investraent banking firm because of the latter firm’s
close relations with Israel.

A U.8. bus manufacturer had its contract to sell buses to an Arab
State terminated when it was learned that the seats were to be made
by an American company on the blacklist.

Two American investment banking firms were disciplined by the
National Association of Security Dealers—N ASD—for violating that
organization’s rules of fair practice in substituting nonblacklisted affil-
iates for blacklisted firms in underwritings with Arab participation.

ANTITRUST VIOLATION

Bechtel Corp. was sued by the Justice Department for violating the
Sherman Antitrust Act in refusing to deal with blacklisted American
subcontractors and requiring American subcontractors to refuse to deal
with blacklisted persons or entities.

As the last example makes clear, there are many who feel that this
so-called tertiary boycott—that is, American firms discriminating
again~t American firms—violates the antitrust laws which outlaw con-
spiracies in restraint of trade.
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President Ford apparently shares that opinion. In a thoughtful and
innovative statement made on November 20, 1975, he clarified his ad-
ministration’s position on the boycott and modified agency practice to
outlaw compliance with the religious and racial, but not economic,
aspects of the boycott.

As part of his address, he remarked:

The Department of Justice advises me that the refusal of an American firm
to deal with another American firm in order to comply with a restrictive trade
practice by a foreign country raises serious questions under the U.S. antitrust
laws.

Other commentators suggest that the antirust laws extend even to
the secondary boycott where an American firm refuses to deal with
Israel in compliance with boycott pressures.

I welcome and commend the actions of the President and the Justice
Department in this regard. I share their conclusions about the applica-
bility of the antitrust laws at least to the tertiary boycott.

But, we all know that actions through the courts to enforce the
antitrust laws can be extremely lengthy, time-consuming and
unpredictable.

echtel has raised numerous defenses to the lawsuit including the
undisputed fact that the U.S. Government at times has encouraged
trade with Arab League countries, knowing that boycott compliance
was a commercial requirement and that an alleged exemption from the
antitrust laws for foreign acts of state may be applicable.

According to the San Francisco Examiner, Bechtel itself is appar-
ently continuing to bow to blacklist pressures and has circulated let-
ters to its subcontractors stating that Israeli goods or materials shipped
on blacklisted vessels could not be used in a $20 billion seaport con-
struction project in Saudi Arabia.

Enforcement of the antitrust laws, while laudable, is therefore not
the most expeditious or effective means of ending this boycott of
American businesses.

ANTI-JEV'ISH TMPACT OF THE BOYCOTT

I have so far addressed myself to the economic aspects of the boycott.
There is another side. Few people seriously maintain that the boycott
is not also anti-Jewish. Senate investigators and others have uncov-
ered numerous instances where American individuals or companies
were apparently denied business with Arab States solely because they
or their officers, employees, or shareholders were Jewish.

Two colonels in the Army Corps of Engineers admitted to a Senate
subcommittee that the corps had given in to Arab pressure to exclude
Jewish personnel from projects in Saudi Arabia. They ad:aitted that
private U.S. companies were subject to the same anti-Jewish
requirement.

will not, however, dwell on this important aspect of the boycott
because I feel it has been well-documented and is the subject of the
executive memorandum dated November 20, 1976.

I wish only to say that the illegality of such discrimination based
on religion, national origin, sex or race should be clarified and ex-
panded to all American companies throngh appropriate language in
the Export Administration Act.

’
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SUPPORT FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION

Mr. Chairman, many American businesses have joined in the de-
nunciation of the Arab boycott which has put them in the unconsciona-
ble (f)oeition of having to refuse to do business with an ally and major
trading partner of the United States—Israel—in return for business
from the Arab world.

They ul;fe the passage of legislation which, once and for all, would
enable, indeed require, them to turn down such requests: Among the
American firms reported taking this {)oeition are General Mills, Bausch
and Lomb, Pillsbury, First National Bank of Chicago, Northwestern
National Bank of Minneapolis, Provident National Bank of Phila-
dellphia, and the Marine National Exchange Bank of Milwaukee,

think it is fair to say that these sentiments are shared by large
segments of the American business community. Important Kederal
officials have also urged strong co ional action to end the dis-
criminatory impact on American business of boycott compliance.
Principal among thkese has been Chairman Arthur Burns of the Fed-

eral gaeserve Board, who in a letter to my subcommittee, dated June 3
stated:

The time has come for Congress *u determine whether it is meaningful or
sufficient merely to “‘encourage aud request”’ U.S8. banka not to give effect to the
boycott. It is unjust, I believe, to expect some banks to suffer competitive penal-
ties for responding affirmatively to the spirit of U.8. policy, while others profit

by ignoring this policy. This inequity can be cured if Congreas will act decisively
on the subject.

BOYCOTT PROVISIONS OF THE EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT

Before I discuss the steps which I feel must minimally be taken to
end this boycott of American business, let me summarize the present
g:ovisions of the Export Administration Act which ﬁ)rtain to the

ycott and some other statutory weapons against the boycott which
have unfortunately not proven wholly effective.

There are three sections of the current Export Administration Act
relating to the boycott. The first, section 3(5), declares in effect that
it is U.S. policy to oppose boycotts imposed by foreign countries
against countuies friendly to the United States.

A second provision requires companies to report to the Commerce
Department all relguwts for boycott compliance. In December 1975,
subseéluent to the President’s declaration, the Department announced
it had fined four companies and warned 212 others for failure to re-
port boycott requests properly. '

Tightened department regulations now extend these reporting re-
quirements to banks, insurers, freight forwarders, shipping companies
and other businesses that serve exporters, and include the obligation
to report whether or not they plan to go along with boycott requests.

Moreover, Department regulations outlaw compliance with boycott
requests which involve discrimination against Americans based upon
their race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. These prohibitions
are widely known. ] i

There 18, however, a third provision of the Export Administration
Act which, if enforced, would obviate having to strengthen the act to
protect American concerns from the boycott.
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This is section 4“?,(1) of the act which gives the Precident the
power to “effectuate the policies set forth in section 3,” including the
antiboycott policies through limiting export privileges and imposin
other unspecified sanctions against related service companies which
act contrary to these stated policies.

In a letter to the Government Operations Subcommittee, then Com-
merce Secretary Rogers Morton agfnitted that this language wa: the
only authority he needed to outlaw all compliance with the boycott.
Unfortunately, neither he nor his successor has seen fit to use this
power, despite the clear congressional intent that it be used.

OTHER LAWS WHICH APPLY TO THE BOYCOTT

Other laws or regulations which apply to the Arab boycott include
the following:

The Sherman Act outlaws contracts, combinations or conspiracies
in restraint of trade. According to the Justice Department—in the
Bechtel suit—an agreement not to do business with American com-
panies thet deal with Israel would almost certainly be a violation.
An American company’s promise not to i{rade with Israel may also
be a viclation.

The Securities Exchange Act of 1934 requires the disclosure of in-
formation which could have a material impact on a public company.
SEC Chairman Hills, in testimony before my subcommittee, suggested
that (-oanliance with the boycott might have to be disclosed where the
company’s business or the market line value of its shares would be
affected by such disclosure as where customers of a bank might be con-
cerped that such bank was aiding the Arab cause.

In their duty to oversee the privileges and benefits of the bankin
cominunity and to prevent unsafe or unsound practices, the Federa
bank regulatory agencies have outlawed religious discrimination in
accepting deposits, investing, or lending. Chairman Burns of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board even suggested that processing letters of credit
with boycott stipulations violated banks’ Federal responsibilities.

Pursuant to the far-reaching Presidential statement of November
20, a number of departments and agencies have issued orders or regula-
tions barring any boycott-related discrimination based upon religion,
race, or national origin.

Legislation embodying the principles of the Presidential directive
has been passed in New York and Maryland. These States, as well as
Massachusetts, Tllinois, and Pennsylvania, where similar legislation is
under active consideration, are bearing the burden of the belated,
piecemeal and insufficient Federal action against the boycott.

LEGAL STATUS OF THE BOYCOTT

Let me summarize the current legal status of the boycott. The Ex-
port Administration Act declares the furtherance or support of the
Arab blacklist to be against U.S. policy. Companies must report all
boycott requests.

They are prohibited from complying with any boycott request which
furthers or supports discrimination against U'.S. citizens or firms on
the basis of race, color, religion, sex or national origin.



136

They also may be forbidden from discriminating against other U.S.
firms, although the Justice Department acknowledges that a foreign
boycott has never been held to violate the Sherman Act.

Thus, U.S. law already appears to outlaw the anti-Jewish features
of the boycott as well as the so-called tertiary economic aspects of the
boycott. But, these prohibitions are embodied in the first instance in
regulations based solely on U.S. policy and in the second instance on
an antitrust statute only first being applied in a test case.

These prohibitions should be given the force of explicit statutory
language. Moreover, no U.S, law is addressed to the most pervasive,
sinister, and direct symptom of the boycott—the blacklisting of 1,500
American firms and individuals.

I submit in absolute fairness that it must be made clear that no
foreign nation can involve innocent American businesses in its war-
fare against a nation friendly to the United States.

I respectfully commend to my colleagues on this committee their
attention to an amendment to the r.xport Administration Act which I
will submit to accomplish the above. A summary of its principal pro-
visions follows:

(1) The furnishing of any information or taking of any action which has the
effect of supporting or furthering the boycott would be prohibited.

(2) Domwestic irms would be prohibited from refusing to do business with
other domestic firms pursuant to a foreign boycott demand.

(3) All domestic concerns would be barred from furnishing any information

;egardinx the race, religion, sex or national origin of those associated with any
usiness.

(4) All domestic concerns receiving & boycott request would be required to

submit reports concerning such requests. These reports would be available for
public review.

(5) Also available to the public would be the record of enforcement proceed-
ings under the Export Administration Act.

(8) Suspension and revocation of export privileges would clearly be made
proper penalties for boycott compliance, and suspension would be available as a
summary remedy without the delays consequent to notice and hearing.

(7) The maximum civil penalty for violatdon of the antiboycott provisions
of the act would be increased to $25,000,

(8) Any aggrieved domestic concern would have access to the Federal courts

to initiate a civil action to obtain trip.e damages and costs along with other
appropriate relief.

EFFECT OF OUTLAWING BOYCOTT COMPLIANCE

Concern has been expressed, Mr. Chairman, in some quarters that
outlawing compliance with the boycott may adversely affect U.S. trade
and diplomatic relations with the Arab world. I would be naive if I
did not admit some risk in the course of action I am urging on this
committee.

There could be some short-term diversion of trade to other European
countries or Japan as the Arabs express anger that their scheme no
longer enjoys tacit, if not explicit, American support. But there are
‘several grounds for optimism that the disruption of trade would be
neither severe nor long-term.

First: The longstanding and generally amicable commercial rela-
tions between this country and the Arabs have survived earlier politi-
cal vicissitudes. Iraq currently offers a fine example where radical
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rhetoric and divergent political philosophies have not interferred with
a thriving American business relationship.

The Arabs have become used to the high-quality goods and services
which only this Nation can provide in such abundance. Any major
shift in commercial dealings would, I believe, work an unacceptable
hardship upon the Arab business community and its customers,

Second : Numerous Arab businessmen have expressed private mis-
givings about the operati6n of the boycott. They feel it unnecessarily
restricts their dealings with blacklisted companies. It also alienates
executives of other companies who resent being questioned about their
company’s business relations or who find it morally repugnant.

No fewer than 22 large American firms have recently pledged not to
comply with Arab boycott demands. These include American Brands,
Beatrice Foods, El Paso Natural Gas, General Motors, Greyhound,
Kennecott Copper, G. D. Searle, Texaco, Textron, and U. S. Gypsum.

Typical of this pledﬁ‘e was that of the chairman of General Motors,
T. A. Murphy, who said :

General Motors has received occarional requests from Arab countries that it
agree not to participate in future dealings with Israel or with Israeli com-
panies. * * * General Motors has made no such agreements and would not make

any such agreements,

Third: Arab companies have demonstrated in past dealings that
an objection to a boycott request would not necessarily lead to a ter-
mination of relations. When the Commerce Department in Novem-
ber 1975 outlawed compliance with requests involving discrimination
on ethnic or religious grounds, banks were forced to reject letters of
credit containing objectionable language.

Morgan Guaranty testified before my subcommittee two days ago
that in 23 of the 24 instances where the bank refused to process such
letters of credit the offensive boycott language was voluntarily
stricken by the Arab or other foreign banks involved and the trans-
action went through.

There is considerable reason to believe that Arab countries would
waive boycott conditions rather than deprive themselves of vital
American goods and services.

Mr. Chairman, I am well aware this testimony has been long and
even tedious and I appreciate your acknowledgment and well-known
patience.

I do, however, want to emphasize the importance of this matter
not only for America’s moral posture but also for the furtherance
of orderly American business relations.

I hope that the amendment T have outlined will receive prompt
and favorable consideration so as to end decisively this boycott of
American industry. But, whatever vehicle this committee adopts for
coping with this urgent problem, I hope we can agree on one goal:
Our Nation must no longer acquiesce in the shameful and extortionist
pressures of the Arab blacklist which offends American principles of
fror trade and fair play and which has a destructive, divisive and
anticompetitive effect upon American business.

Chairman MoreaN. Thank you, Mr. Rosenthal. I know you put a
great deal of work into this statement, and I am sure the committee

will be glad to consider your amendment during the markup.
Mr. Whalen.

74-772 O - 76 - 10
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ROSENTHAL AMENDMENTS

Mr. Wnarex. Thank yeu, Mr. Chairman.

I certaiuly want to congratulate my colleague for a very thorough
and yet incisive presentation. T have one question; that is, how does
your proposed amendment differ from the one that has been offered
by Mr. Koch and a similar one by Mr. Bingham ?

Mr. Rosextian. Two important amendments are pending before
the committee, one the Scheuer-Koch, which is the same as the one
adopted in the Senate. and the other the Bingham amendment-—I
defer to Mr. Bingham to speak to this—which deals directly with
the secondary boycott.

I took hoth themes and merged and polished them. T think this
will allow the committee to accept the Stevenson procedural reforms
while also prohibiting compliance with the secondary boyeott.

Mr. Wharex. Thank vou.

Chairman Morcan. Mr. Bingham.

Mr. Bixaias. Thank you. T don’t have any questions, but 1 think
our colleague is to be congratnlated for his g eat contribution to the
facts available on this important matter and - or a very. very thought-
ful nresentation,

Chairman Morcan. Mr, Winn.

Mr. Win~. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

T have no questions. T see several other of our colleagues out there
that wish to testify. T want to commend Mr, Rosenthal for a very
therough presentation this morning, and I am sure that his amend-
ment will receive every consideration.

Thank vou. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Moraan. Mr. Yatron.

Mr. Yarrox. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

T congratulate our colleague on a very thorough, comprehensive
report.

Chairman Moraan. Mr. Lagomarsino.

Mr. LacostarsiNo. Thank vou. Mr. Chairman.

T have no auestions, but T would also like to commend the gentle-
man for his thoughtful pr..entation.

Chairman Moraax. Mr. Soiarz.

Mr. Sorarz. Thank you. T do have one or t wo questions.

Let me first join with onr other colleagues on the committee in
expressing my sincere and profound admiration for the gentleman’s
testimonv. Tt is without question one of the most impressive state-
ments T have seen in the brief time T have been here.

I know it is a matter about which the gentleinan cares very deeply
and he brought to it his customary thoughtfulness and comprehen-
siveness. T am most impressed with it.

PENALTIFS FOR BOYCOTT COMPLIANCE

T gather that under the terms of the proposal vou suggest the com-
mittee enact, in the event that an American companv complies with
the boycott request, it would trigger two actions: first, presumably
there would be a $25.000 fine. Are you saying, second, that the
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administration would then be entitled to revoke any export licenses
available to the company anywhere! '

Mr. RosenTHAL. The revocation of an export license is a severe
penalty and may have more impact than a $25,000 fine. Both of
these sanctions would be available.

Mr. Sorarz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Chairman MorcaN. Thank you, Mr. Rosenthal.

Our next witness is Mr. John Heinz.

Mr. Heinz, I want to tell you Mr. Bingham has graciously yielded
ou his place because of your early arrival here this morning and

cause I know you have some pressing business to attend.

I want to say that John Heinz represents the district next to mine
in Pennsylvania. He has been a very active and dedicated member of
the Pennsylvania delegation since he arrived here several terms ago to
succeed a very close friend of mine and his, Congressman Corbett.

We welcome you here to the committee.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOEN HEINZ III, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. Hrinz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much.

Let me at the outset thank Congressman f}ingham from New York
for relinquishing his precedence. And second let me thank you for this
opportunity to appear and take a moment to observe, Mr. Chairman,
that the first time we had the opportunity to meet, it was on the banks
of the Chartiers Creek, which goth of us were about to fall into, back
in 1964. That marked the beginning of some 12 years of a relationship
which, in a sense, comes to an end with your relirement at the end of
this year. The retirement of “Doc” Morgan in my judgment will cause
the Congress to lose an effective statesman, a diligent, effective, and
most important chairman in the House.

It has been my privilege to work with you, a wonderful colleague
and friend.

EXTENT OF THE BOYCOTT

Mr. Chairman, T am grateful for the opportunity to testify before
the International Relations Committee concerning the Arab trade
boycott of Israel and its effect on American businesses and corporate
morality.

Congressional interest in strengthening the Export Administration
Act has revived since it has become apparent that compliance with
Arab boycott demands is growing. Allegations have been heard that
U.S. companies are engaging in discriminatory practices not only
against Israel, but against American firms as well,

My own interest 1n this question was heightened late last year dur-
ing hearings held by a Subcommittee of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, of which T am a member-.

At that time, a confrontation took place between the Subcommittee
on Oversight and Investigations, John Moss’ subcommittee, and then
Commerce Secretary Rogers Morton over the release of information
on companies that were complying with the embargo.

Along with Congressman Tim Wirth of Colorado, who shared my
concerns, we played a role in helping to bring a possible constitutional
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crisis to a positive solution. The showdown between Secretary Morton
and the subcommittee illustrated two points:

_First, if the current law had contained proper reporting and over-
sight provisions, much of the controversy could have been avoided,
and second, discriminatory and repugnant acts by foreign countries
were creating divisiveness within our Government.

Let me say at the outset that T am disturbed that these hearings are
even needed. Through compliance with the Arab boycott demands,
some American corporations have violated the civil rights of Ameri-
can citizens. These corporations have bowed to the economic dictates
of the same countries which only a few months ago piously decreed
Zionism to be a form of racism.

Yet, it is clear by the Department of Commerce's own figures that
deep concern is not unfounded. It is shocking to me—and to the Amer-
ican public—to read that American firms are answering 91 percent of
Arab nations’ boycott related requests for information, requests that
infringe on the civil rights of over 2,000 blacklisted corporations in
addition to those of countless American citizens.

Prior to the Arab oil embargo, it was clear that U.S. businesses were
paying scant attention to the Arab call for world discrimination
against the State of Israel. The artificiallv induced oil shortage
changed that, allowing the Arabs and their allies to flex their economic
muscle for the first time and tragically to bring some American firms
to their economic knees.

Arab boycott restrictions have already begun to have an impact on
our domestic affairs. In my own State of Pennsvivania, Aramco
refused competitive bids from private companies associated with the
Delaware River Port Authority after antiboycott legislation was in-
troduced in the State legislature,

With this refusal the port lost at least 200,000 work hours per year
on a contract expected to last. 5 to 10 years. While being only one
subtle example of discrimination, States such as Maryland and New
York with similar antiboycott laws have found that companies doing
business with Arab nations simply avoid their ports.

At a time when the emplovment picture is beginning to look a little
brighter, loss of business will have a devastating effect on the cconomy
of Philadelphia as well as the entire State.

NEED FOR STRONGER FEDERAI. LAWS

The fact that this situation is occuring—that American and multi-
national companies ave diseriminating against the people of one
State—demonstrates the need for stronger Federal laws to outlaw
boveott related discrimination that only benefits the Arab nations.

It is elear. Mr. Chairman, that we cannot allow this type of diserimi-
nation to continne. We cannot allow another country to pit State
against State, American arainst American. Christian against Jew.

As we celebrate the anniversary of our first freedoms. it is unthink-
able that we would allow the riohts of even one American citizen to be
rolled back to the witch hunt blacklist era of the early 19i0’s or the
days when some American citizens were only three-tifths of a man.
Our rights and independence were bought at too dear a price to permit
any country or individual to violate them.
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While I do not approve of over-regulation of commerce between our
businesses and foreign nations, there is little doubt of the need for
stronger laws to protect American firms from pressure or temptation
to discriminate.

As the law is presently written, the Export Administration Act
vaguely declares U.S. policy against restrictive trade practices and
boycotts upon countries friendly to the United States.

But these laws, while strong in declaratory statements, only weakly
“encourage” or “request” U.S. firms not to comply with boycott re-
quests. They merely discourage participation, but they do not prohibit
it

I find this subtle discrimination in our policies unconscionable. The
Export Administration Act must be strengthened to outlaw partici-
pation in the boycotts and restrictive trade Y:)actices of foreign na-
tions, whether they be secondary or tertiary boycotts, by forbidding
companies to release discriminatory information.

In addition, I apﬁeal to the committee to report legislation which
would not only make it illegal to participate in a foreign boycott,
but would also institute, as in the Koch-Scheuer bill, strong dis-
closure provisions and stiff penalties for those corporations found
participating.

Since the temnptation to go along with the boycott is in most cases
economic rather than moral, there would be justice in legislating
major disincentives for compliance. As in the Koch-Scheuer bill,
which I cosponsored, increasing penalties to $10,000 and possible
loss of a company’s export license may be strong enough to prevent
many American companies from participating in an illegal boycott.
Yet, to insure that a corporation will not run the risk of these penal-
ties to reap the economic benefits of discriminatory foreign trade, I
suggest that additional provisions for major tax disincentives for
participation be included 1n related legislation.

Under a bill introduced by Mr. Corman, which I have also co-
sponsored, a company knowingly found complying with the Arab
boycott would lose its eligibility for foreign tax credits, tax credits
on foreign source income and DISC benefits for 1 year.

Since companies would stand to lose thousands of tax exempt
dollars, inclusion of this provision in appropriate legislation would
be another major economic incentive not to discriminate against our
allies, corporations, and citizens.

FIRM U.8. POLICY STANCE

Everyone in this room knows what happens, Mr., Chairman, when
just one blackmail demand is given into. The blackmail is repeated
again and then again, broadening in scope with each new demand.

Todey, America and our corporations are being blackmailed by
the Arab States to knuckle under to their “just one” demand con-
cerning Tsrael. If we acquiesce today. tomorrow there will be new
demands, demands to change U.S. policy in areas far different than
our Mideast policy.

Autocracy knows no limits. If we knuckle under to the economic
~ dictatorship of Mideast oil, we will invite Arab intimidation of every
corporation, every religious and ethnic group, and every individual
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in our country. The time to stop it is now and the way to do it is by
strengthening the Export Administration Act.

After so many years of struggle to guarantee the civil liberties and
equality of all American citizens, we cannot allow the battle to be
lost through Arab intrusion into our internal affairs. The restrictive
trade practices of the Arab nations affect our relations with other
countries and affect this country when they pit Anierican against
American.

While we may not be able to change the foreign policies of other
nations, we can change and strengthen our own laws to protect Ameri-
can citizens and dissuade them from discriminatory practices.

Mr. Chairman, that ends my formal statement, and I appreciate
the opportunity to be here with the committee and will be pleased
to answer any questions.

Chairman MorcaN. Thank you, Mr. Heinz. T just want to tell you
that the preliminnrf' report of Chairman Moss of the Government
Operations Oversight Sll’lbcommittee, of which you are a member,
was forwarded to this committee and made a permanent part of the
record yesterday.

Mr. Hernz. T am delighted. T am glad we are not still fighting the
Commerce Department and that the reports are now available,

Chairman Morgan. Mr. Buchanan,

Mr. Bucranan. Thank you for your excellent testimony. I have
no questions.

Chairman Moraan. Mr. Rosenthal,

Mr. RosexTHAL. I commend our colleague for a very thoughtful,
precise and important statement. I appreciate his restating most
articulately a point T had sried to make, namely that we need a Fed-
eral law to resolve the dispute that exists between States due to the
ability of major national companies to pick and choose among Amer-
ican ports. If Congress d .sn’t act, we will have a devastating
situation.

In addition to the other reasons for congressional action, this is an
underlying important one which requires immediate attention.

Mr. Hernz, Let me say I thought your testimony was just about
unsurpassed in any congressional testimony I have ever heard. Tt was
truly excellent, as long as we are trading compliments.

Chairman Morgan. Mr. Whalen.

Mr. WrarLex. T thank our colleague for his very fine statement.
Since we are under the gun. Mr. Chairman, T have no questions.

Chairman Moreax, Mr. Bingham,

Mr. Binanam. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

T alsn would like to thank our colleague for an excellent statement.
In view of the time pressure. T will ask no questions.

Chairman Moraax. Mr. Winn.

Mr. Winw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the opportunity to hear Mr. Heinz’ verv fine testi-
mony. At this stage of the hearing, T want to commend him for his

outstanding leadership in this field on the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee.

Mr. Hernz. Thank vou.
Chairman Morga~. Mr, Yatron.
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Mr. Yatron. I too have no questions, and would like to say ditto
to everything that has been said.

Chairman Morcan. Mr. Lagomarsino. ,

Mr. Lacomarsino. No questions, and thank you for your fine
statement. : '

Chairmian Morean. Mr, Solarz.

Mr. Sorarz. I don’t want to add to this withering cross-examination
of the statement so I, too, will compliment him on his statement and
will ask no questions.

Chairman Morea~. Thank you, Mr. Heinz.

Mr. Heinz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman MoreaN. Qur next witness is a distinguished member
of the committee, Mr. Bingham.

With the permission of the committee, we will take a 5-minute recess
to answer tﬁe uorum call and will return in 5 minutes to continue
with Mr. Bingham.

EA brief recess was taken.]

hairman MoraaN. The committee will come to order, please.

Our next witness is a distinguished member of this committee and
a very active member of the committee, the Honorable Jonathan B.
Bingham of the State of New York.

STATEMENT OF HON. JONATHAKN B. BINGHAH, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. BineraM, Since there are so many witnesses, I would like to
suggest that my statement be included in the record at this point, to-
gether with some letters I have received from companies that favor
the prohibition of the secondary boycott.

Chairman Morean. Without objection, it is so ordered.

U.8, MIDDLE EAST POLICY

Mr. Bineuam. One reason I think I can be very brief is I think the
committee is well acquainted with my views on this subject. I have
been pressing for legislation to prohibit cooperation with the Arab
boycott since 1965 when I was on the Banking and Currency Commit-
tee which at that time had jurisdiction over this matter.

The one point I would like to emphasizs is that I certainly have no
desire unduly to confront or embarrass the Arab nations. I supported
the Sinai agreements and most of the initiatives our Secretary of
State has taken to move toward peace in the Middle East.

I have publicly stated my admiration of the moderate behavior dis-
played by some Arab leaders and nations. The new and improved rela-
tionship we have developed with the Arab countries—a relationship
under which we now sell them arms and, in the case of Egypt, provide
economic assistance—should make it possible for us to establish a firm
policy that would extract American business from the web of the Arab
embargo without such action being considered a confrontation. We are
not asking or requiring that thev end their primary embargo of Israel,
only that they now leave American firms out of it. If our new relation-
ship with the Arab countries—from which they as well as we gain
much—is sound, this shouldn’t represent an unreasonable demand.
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NEED TO OUTLAW BOYCOIT COMPLIANCE

Let me add only this, that 1 think there are many aspects of the
Stevenson bill which are beneficial and which should be added to the
simple prohibition of the secondary boycott which is contained in my
pri)_fosed legislation.

owever, I think I should say at this point that if we do not pro-
hibit American firms from cooperating with the secondary hoycott, T
[)ersonally would not be in favor of those provisions of the Stevenson
ill which provide for complete disclosure of intent to comply with
boycott requests.

{believe this would be counterproductive in that it would perhaps
bring about a more severe application of the boycott by Arab coun-
tries. Those countries would be embarrassed constantly by publication
and release of the degree to which they today wink at the boycott and
ignore, it. Therefore, unless the essential element of my bill is in-
cluded—that is the prohibition of compliance by American firms with
the secondary boycott—T do not believe that the Stevenson bill in its
present form should be enacted intolaw.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr, Bingham with letters and state-
ments for the record follow:]

PRrePARED STATEMENT of HoN., JONATHAN B. BINGHHAM, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRERS FroM THE STATE oF NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, the Arab nations joined in a direct economic embargo of
Israel shortly after Israel's creation. That direct emnbargo is an unfortunate
manifestation of the general hostility and tension that has persisted in the
Middle East for thirty years. Whatever its impact upon Israel, a nation with
which the United States has )2~z and close ties, there ix little we can do to end
it. Tt can be eased and ultimately ended only in the context of a final and lasting
peace in the Middle East. To the extent that we can facilitate and encourage the
achievement of such a peace, we also contribute to the ending of the embargo.

In the early 1950's, however, Mr. Chairman, a new dimension was added to the
Arab embargo of Israel—a dimensjon directly involving Americans. It was at
that time that the Arabs, working through the embargo organization now head-
quartered in Syria, instituted a secondary embargo-—an embargo of American
firms and individuals doing business with or otherwise associated with Israel.
In its most extreme form, that secondary embargo barred Arab nations and firms
from doing business with particular individuals and firms that appeared on a
“blacklist.” Firms and individuals were added or removed from the “blacklist”
for any of a variety of reasons. Adherence to the “blacklist” prohibitions has
varied widely, depending upon the particular Arab country involved and the
nature of the proposed business transaction.

In addition to the “blacklist”, Arab firms and governments deveioped the
practice of including a variety of discriminatory provisions in proposed contracts
with American firms as 21 means of implementing the embargo.

While the direet embargo of Tsrael (as I have mentioned) is not amendable
to eounteraction by the United States, the extension of the embargo to American
firms can and, in my judgment, should be firmly counteracted in the interests of
American businiess, of Tsrael, and of all Americans who abhor racial, ethnice, and
religions disecrimination.

Mr. Chairman, I haie introduced legislation in this Congress (H.R. 4967)
which would simply prohibit Americans and American firms from complying in
any way with the embargo. in any of the various forms in which it is imposed
upon Americang, This proposal is ant new. Tt has been considered from time to
time since the early 1980's<. T first introduced a similar measure, ILR. 4360, in
the 90th Congress, soon after T was elected to the House, and have reintroduced
it in each subsequent Congress.
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I know well the arguments that have been made against this proposal, because
in 19687-98 I served on the Banking and Currency Committee which then had
jurisdiction over this matter. In addition, the Subcommittee on International
Trade and Commerce which I have the honor to chair held four days of hearings
1ast year on this proposal and discriminatory Arab pressure on U.S. business
in general.

The opposition of the Administration to prohibition of compliance with the
Arab embargo has been and continues to be that such action would be confronta-
tional and would undermine American efforts to engineer peace in the Middle
Bast. The Commerce and State Departments have argued that they would be
more effective in removing embargo requirements from trade between Americans
and Arabs through quiet appeals and diplomacy than through strict legal pro-
hibitions which might trigger Arab retaliation.

With those arguments in mind, the Congress in 1963 enacted legislation
( Export Administration Act, Sec. 3(53)1 which stopped far short of total pro-
hibition of compHance. That language states as a matter of policy the United
States’ opposition to economic embargoes, urges exporters not to comply with
the terms of such embargoes, requires them to report to the Commerce Depart-
ment any embargo requests which they may receive, and gives discretionary
authority to the Secretary of Cor.merce to prohibit complisnce by American
firms and individuals.

Mr. Chairman, despite the enactment of that language by Congress to dis-
courage compliance with the boycott, Httle if anything was done through quiet
diplomacy to reduce the impact of the embargo. On the contrary, for years the
Commerce Department routinely circulated Arab business tenders containing
boycott requirements. The number of boycott requests received by companies
steadily Increased. Compliance with those requests (according to figures com-
piled by &8 Subcommittee of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee) cli.nbed to over 90¢,. For a very long time—until intense Congressional
pressure demanded i{t—the Executive branch's authority to prohibit some or
all compliance with the embargo was dormant.

Some recent progress has been made on these issues. The Commerce Depart-
ment no longer circulates business tenders containing boycott requirements,
althcugh there are many other ways businesses can find cut ahout them. More
signihcantly, compliance with particular types of boycott requests—namely
those involving discrimination ngainst an American or American firm on the
basis of race, religion, color, sex, creed, or nationai origin—is now prohibited
pursuant to Presidentiui order, Furthermore, commercial service oganizations—
snch as banks, insurance companies, and the like—are prohibited from such
compliance as well as firms actually proposing to do business with an Arab
country or firm.

There developments, Mr. <‘hairman, are all to the good. But they are inade-
quate in several respects. First, they are confusing and difficult to implement.
My staff and I have met with many businessmen who find it difficult to make
the distinction between a boycott request which ix discriminatory on the basis
of race, religion, creed or national origin, and a boycott request which is not
discriminatory in that way. For example, is a boycott request that a firm certify
that it does not do business with any “blacklisted” company discriminate on the
basis of race. roligion, creed, sex or national origin? In the first place, the
“hlacklist” is now secret, so it is difficult for the company to make a judgment.
It is known, however, that individuals and companies have been included on
the “blacklist” because they were prominent Jews or had Jewish officers. One
could therefore consider the list itself discriminatory on the basis of religion,
and that therefore, any complinnce with a hoycott request referring to the
“blacklist” would be unlawful. The position of the Commerce Department,
however, is that compliance with a boycott request referring to the “blacklist”
is not prohibited. Whether it is or isn't, the fact remalns that it is a difficult
standard for companies to apply.

Current prehibitions are inadequate also because they touch only the tip
of the iceberg and permit continuation of many reprehensible business practices.
Roycott requests that directly refer to race, religion. color, creed, sex or na-
tional origin constitute a small minority of boycott requests. Just prohibiting
compliance with them sanctions, in effect, other kinds of compliance. Present
1".8 policies would seem to permit 77 8, firms, for example, to refuse to do
business with other U.S. firms on the hasis of boycott requirements. While some
government agencles interpret existing anti-trust laws as prohibiting such
“refusals to deal” (te' iary boycott), the failure of the Export Administration
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Act and current policies under that Act to include such a prohibition is both
inconsistent with the anti-trust laws and an invitation to U.S. firms to dis-
criminate against other U.S, firms if pressed to do so by the Arab boycott
of Israel. '

Mr. Chairman, T have no desire unduly to confront or embarrass the Arab
nations. I supported the Sinai Agreement and most of the initiatives our Secre-
tary of State has taken to move toward peace in the Middle East. I have publicly
stated my admiration of the moderate behavior displayed by some Arab leaders
and nations. The new and improved relationship we have developed with the
Aral countries—a relationship under which we now sell them arms and, in the
case of Egypt, provide economic assistance—should make it possible for us to
establish a firm policy that would extract American business from the web of
the Arab embargo without such action being considered a “confrontation.” We
are not asking or requiring that they end their primary embargo of Israel,
only that they now leave Amerfean firms out of it. If our new relationship
with the Arab countries (from which they as well as we gain much) I8 sound,
this xhould not represent an unreasonable demand.

Present U.S. policies allow the Arabs to play U.N. firms off against each other,
and put ull firms in a constant crossfirc of pressures from their domestie cus-
tomers and investors should they comply with Arab boycott requests, and from
the Arahs should they refuse to comply. I believe it should be the responsibility
of the Federal government to set policy on this matter and to handle any pres-
surex or repercussions that may resta. rather than leaving every American drm
to fend for itself on every proposed contract with an Arab customer.

My hill, Mr. Chairman, would do just that, It would prohibit compliance of any
kind with Arab embargo requests. It would apply to tertiary as well as sec-
mdary effects of the embargo, It would put all American companies on an equal
footing with respect to doing business with the Arabs. It would eliminate the
necdd to distinguish between discrimination on the basis of race, religion, creed,
sex or national origin, and more general kinds of discrimination.

Sveh a simple, straight-forward prohibition is in the best interests not just
of Isrnel, but also, in my judgement, of Ameriean business. If the Arab boycott
sueceeds in dictating to American business that it cannot do business with
Israel, what is to prevent any other country in the world from making its own
political demands on American business practices. In the case of the Arab boy-
cott, the problems and lossea posed for American business are not particularly
severe, since Israel reprerents a rather small market and most American firms
have little occasion to do business there regardless of the embargo. Future
embargoes encouraged by the success of the Arab embargo, however, could be
much more costly and uncomfortable to American business.

The need is clear. T urge this Committee at the appropriate time to support
a simple prohibition on compliance hy American firms with all manifestations
of rhe Arab embargo of Israel—to support such a provision not in a spirit of
hostility or confrontation with the Arab nations, but in defense of the freedom
of American business and of our national devotion to non-discrimination.

Since the Subcommittee on International Trade and Commerce concluded its
hearings Inst December on the involvement of American companies in the Arab
economie embargo of Israd!, Mr. Chairman, T have received several letters from
American compani2s expressing their opposition to the embargo and fheir
support for reasonable legislation that would relieve pressures on them to coni-
ply. T would like, with the consent of the Commniittee. to submit these letters
for inclusion in the hearing Record.

LEITERS FROM PAUL L. PARKER, SENIOR VICE PRESINENT, GENERAL MILLS,
INC., To CONGRESSMAN BINGHAM

GENERAL MILLS, INC.,
Minncapolia, Minn,, June 11, 1976.
Representative JoxaTiHaN B. BINGHAM, :
Chairman, Subcommittee on International Trade and Commerce, Committee on
International Relations, U'.S8. House of Represcntatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR CoNoRESSMAN: We appreciate greatly your letter inviting us to testify
hefore the Committee on International Relations Subcommittee on International
Trade and Commerce, in connection with the so-called Arab-Israeli boycott. The
gist of our corporate decision is included in the attached.
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We have begun preparation of a statement that would be appropriate for your
hearings but are still in the process of drafting this statement and meeting dead-
line difficuities. We are uncertain at this time whether we will be able to appear
as a witness, but we will, in any event, submit an appropriate statement for the
record, forthrightly stating our position.

We do think it important that we voice our feelings for policy changes which
will avoid undue restrictions on international commerce, and we hope that our
statement will make our position completely clear. .

Bincerely yours,
PavuL L. PARXER

PrESs RELEASE oF GENERAL MrILLs, INC.
APRIL 5, 1976.

Officials of the Anti-Defamation League of B’'nai B'rith and General Mills met
Friday, April 2, in New York and clarified the General Mills policy with respect
to overseas trade. They noted that General Mills has been a long-time proponent
of free trade, selling and/or licensing products in both Israel and Arab nations.

Seymour Graubard, Natlonal Chairman of the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai
B'rith, stated his conclusion that Genera! Mills has been acting responsibly and
in good faith in its trading practices with Israel. General Mills and the Anti-
Defamation Yeague of B'nai B'rith agreed, however, that there is a pressing need
to enact Federal legislation which would prohibit all foreign-imposed trade re-
strictions. E, Robert Kinney, President of General Mills, said that the company
has promised to reinforce itz efforts to secure the passage of this legislation now
before Congress.

In a letter to the ADL, Mr. Kinney said, “‘General Mills is pledged to the
following :

“1. To initiate and to reinforce our support of legislation now before Con-
gress which will eliminate the restrictive certifications now per:mitted by law ;

“2. To continue to direct negotiations with Arab buyers in an effort to eliminate
completely any certification requirements now imposed. It should be noted that
in the past sixty days, we have made substantial progress in this area.”

Mr. Klnney expressed appreciation of the League's findings, adding: “We
deplore ‘s uy practices or poilcies which restrict or impact negatively on inter-
national commerce. We believe strongly in free trade among nations, and we urge

all Americans to join in seeking speedy legisiative enactment of measures which
will achieve this goal.”

STATEMENT OF PAUL L. PARKER, ExXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, CHIEF ADMIN-
ISTRATIVE OFFICER, AND JOVERNMENT RELATIONS OFFICER, GENERAL MILLS,
INc.

Mr. Chairman, General Mills, welcomes this opportunity to voice its strong
expression of support for policy charges concerning certain discriminatory as-
pects presently found in the Arab-Israeli boycott. General Mills subscribes to
all efforts which seek to avoid the fettering of international commerce ang any
restrictive practices which are based on religious, ethnic, or racial grounds, We
encourage other concerned American businesses to add expressions of principle
to this examination of trade policy.

Discrimination premised on religious, racial or ethnic factors has no place in
foreign commerce of our country. No country should be allowed to impose such
discrimination on us. Matters of principle -inherent in such practices must be
safeguarded.

Since 1948, when Israel emerged as a free nation, the United States has been
a strong supporter of its independence. The basic premise of freedom that
initiated the formation of Israel is one cherished by this country. Israel sym-
bolizes freedom—freedom for its citizens from centuries of prejudice and persecu-
tion. The current attempt at the economic strangulation of Israel is neither
American public policy nor the wish of the American people.

Current law and policy, however, is not strong enough to fully counteract the
forces of prejudices.

The Export Administration Act of 196D opposes restrictive trade practices
and encourages American firms not to be intimated or to comply with them. That
is a weak disclaimer. Exhortations are not strong enough. Such declarations as
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‘‘opposes” and mere urgings such as “requests”’ leave too much room for viola-
tions of the spirit and intent of the basic legal objectives of that statute. The
Export Administration Act has fallen short of its intended goals., It fails to
uphold our declared principles and to sanction them by law.

Discrimination premised on religious, ethnic, or racial grounds—whether
blatant or achieved deviously—has been barred by the United States Constitution
as well as by numerous civil rights laws. The history and development of civil
rights assurances have been tortuous and slow. Principles gained are not to be
eadly compromised. Such expressions of equality are a proud part of our heritage
and must be defended by persons of principle. Intrusions of expediency., no
matter how logical sounding, must be carefully measured. Patchquilts of excepr
tions and diversion must be avoided. By the same measure, it would he most
helpful if the countries involved would repudiate—without equivocation—any
aud all suggestions of religous intolerance or discrimination.

Restrictions on free trade are contrary to the spirit of long-term national
policies. Yet the Export Administration Act, while not sanctioning diserisnina-
tion or restrictive trade practices, fails to prohibit them absolutely. Pending
amendments to the Export Administration Act deserve the utmost serious con-
sideration by this Committee of Congress. Amendments to which we address
ourselves give substance to ideas put forth but not fully secured by current laws.
We speak for the fnll mensure of arsuring basic civil rights, not for half-way
compromises, but for avoldance of loose and ambiguous draftsmanship.

In a world that ix growing smaller every day, it is vital that we seek to main-
taln open channels through which understanding may develop. One of the most
fmportant channels of communication we have is trade itself. Closing off that
channel on the whim of certain nations could have devastating results.

Of course, all nations have the option to engage in primary boycotts when
pursuing national goals of declared international hostilities. Boycotts are an-
other means of waging war. At the point those boycotts, or economic sanctions,
hecome secondary and imipinge upon the rights of other nations to conduct free
trade, they lone their original validity. Vigorous opposition to their insidious
spread is imperative—no matter what short-term commercial expediency mray
indiente. Instead of doing little or nothing a time comes when standing up for
principle is indicated.

Sentiments againat further restrictions on free trade. and particularly devices
of a patently discriminatory character run contrary to the long-term policies
and interests inherent in the American tradition. Strong expressions of senti-
ment developlng these viewpoints are being expounded upon daily by thought-
ful persons across the length and breadth of this country. A clear indicator of
current sentiment, and an important molder of public opinion, is the com-
mentary printed in the editorial sections of this country’s lealing newsnapers.
The number of such editorials and statements of opinion is legion. The im-
portant point is that many of the most influential newspapers in the country
have resolutely stated an opinion against the principles of diserimination
inherent in the current power plays aimed at hobbling the free flow of inter-
national eommerce, We have in our files a large sampling of such editorial
support from 63 newspapers. Unfortunately, copyrights restrict submitting them
for the record; therefore. we are forwarding copies to the Committee for in-
ternal use and review by the Committee members,

The time has come for the United States to stand up and be counted in
champloning the cause of freedom. Free trade is inexorably linked with human
freedom. When one is constricted, so too does the other diminish.

This great nation is in a position to deal effectivelv with this spreading prob-
lem, if it cares to. As the largest supplier of the world’s goods and services,
Ameriea is in a uniaue position to set the tone of international trade. Shall we
permit ourselves to be gulded by restrictive and diseriminatory trade practices
conteary to hasic American princinles? Shall we deny otir own historical legacy?
General Mills, for one, thinks, most emphatieally, not. E. Robert Kinney, presi-

1Export Administration Act of 1969, Sections 3(3)(A) and B(5)(B) states that the
poliey of the U8, §s:

(A} to onpore restrictive nolicies or hayeotta fortered or imnosed by foreien countries
agrinst other countries friendly to the United States. and (B) to enraurane and
requeat domestic concerns * * * to refuse to take any action * * * which has the
effect of furthering or supporting * * * (such restrictive practices or hoyeotts).
{ Emphasis added).
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dm;t and Chief Executive Officer of General Mills, Inc., addressing these issues
as follows :

We deplore any practices or policier which restrict or impact negatively
on {nternational commerce., We believe strongly in free trade among nations,
and we urge all Americans to join in seeking speedy legislative enactment
of measures which will achieve this goal.

President Ford, on February 26, 1976, spoke out strongly against trade dis-
c¢rimination premised on religious or ethnic grounds, stating:

. . . (nuch practices have) no place in the free practice of commerce as
it has flourished in this country and in the world in the last 30 years.

We, at General Mills, Inc., earnestly urge your support and affirmative action
on the pending amendments to the Export Administration Act. We endorse all
efforts directed towards a peaceful settlement of the problem, for a peaceful
settlement will be the only lasting solution. In the interim, the strongest possible
expression of statutory finality denying patently discriminatory second-order
(and beyond) boycotts is in order. A nation so fundamentally opposed to dis-
crimination cannot endure the human and the economic waste of boycott or
reprisal inspired by discrimination.

LETTER FroM WiLLIAM J. PowrlL, SeNIoR VICE PRESIDENT, THE Priissury Co.,
70 CONGRESSMAN BINGHAM

THE PrLLsBURY Co,,
Minncapolis, Minn., Junc 3, 1976,
Hon, JoNATHAN B, BINcHANM,
Chairman, Bubcommittce on International Trade and Commerce, Rayburn Housc
Offce Building, Washington, D.C.

DeEar. MR. BiINgHAM: This refers to your letter of May 19 concerning up-
coming hearings on the Export Administration Act before the Committee on
Interaational Relations. You state that during such hearings the Committee
wil’ consider various proposals dealing with the Arab embargo, and invite our
vi '3 on this matter.

/8 we have stated on frequent occasions The Pillsbury Company has been a
constant advocate and supporter of free trade, offering its prodncts for sale
aund export to any country with which United States laws do not prohibit trade.
Hence, we are opposed to trade restrictions which have their basis in political
or other non-trade related considerations. We firmly believe such restrictions
should be eliminated.

We believe that trade restrictions which require as a condition of our doing
business with a particular country that we refrain from doing business with-
another country, or with someone who is engaged in doing business with such
other country, are unjustified and unacceptable. Likewise we reject any trade
restrictions which would regquire us to refrain from trading with a company
whose ownership, management or employees are of a particular race or religion.
How best to discourage such agreements seems to us to lie clearly within the
domain of the legislature, which has various sanctions available to it,

We are concerned that the views of the administration, and particularly the
Treasury and State Departments, be listened to carefully in the consideration
of any new legislation on the subject. The national interest in preserving the
U.K, position as a mediator in the Mideast to achieve a peaceful settlement,
which would incidentally end the ohjected-to Arab requirements, must not be
frustrated by unnecessary or unrea<onable legislation, Neither by disdirected
legislation should we put our economy in a position where we see the Arab boy-
c¢ott continued and the Arab countries simply turning to non-U.S. sources of
supply.

We would appreclate your accepting this expression of our views as part
of the record of the hearings.

Yours very truly, ‘
WriLLiaM J. POWELL.

Chairman Moroax. Thank you, Mr. Bingham,

As chairman of this committee, I have long known your interest in
this subject, and of course I am sure you will be very active when this
committee considers the markup of this legislation.
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Mr. Lagomarsino.

Mr. Lacomarsino, I have no questions, but I would like to commend
the gentleman for the statement he submitted for the record.

Chairman MorcaN. Mr. Rosenthal.

IMPACT OF OUTLAWING BOYCOTT COMPLIANCE

Mr. RosentHAL. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.

I want to commend our distinguished colleague for his leadership
in this area dating back to 1985.

I agree with him that whatever the committee does, it must deal
with the secondary boycott issue. Once we do that then we can syn-
thesize the Stevenson approach into an amendment to the act. We
must also consider the repercussions of such an amendment.

People have fears—sometimes you have nothing to fear but fear
itself—but these are not wholly unfounded. What is your prognosis of
what would happen, assuming we took the toughest line possible?

Mr. Bixonawm. I agree with what you said in yoar testimony. I think
the Arab States simply cannot do without the business they do with
American firms and that, if the policy of American firms is made uni-
form in noncompliance, they will have to accept that.

The problem now is that American firms are whipsawed, some
comply, others don’t. There is this competive aspect that enters in but,
if we can simply put these firms in the position of saying to the Arab
nations, the Arab businesses, we now no longer can cooperate with
the boycott, the policy of the United States which was declared to be
opposed to the boycott 10 years ago has now been in effect put into
law, and we have no choice.

I think it’s unrealistic and unnecessary to fear that faced with that
proposition the Arab countries would cutoff their economic deals with
the United States.

Mr. RosentHAL,. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Moraan, Mr. Solarz.

Mr. Sor.arz. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to register an objection to these proceedings, because
by the time vou reach me in the questioning, even if T don’t want to
pay tribute to the witness, T am obligated to, by virtue of what has
been said previously.

In this instance, however, T can say quite sincerely I think the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York is not only one of the outstand-
ing members of our committee but of the Congress as a whole.

T have a special debt of gratitude since he was the one that advised
me that serving on this committee would be a worthwhile experience.
Tt was advice for which T have been grateful ever since.

T would like to ask one or two questions.

TERTIARY BOYCOTT

On page 2 of your testimonv vou indicate that American firms have
been requested to certify that they don’t do business with any black-
listed company. That woild seem to me to contradict the testimony of
Secretary Parsky yesterday in response to some questions I—and
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which T think also others—asked to the effect that so far as the admin-
istration was concerned, the only request made by the Arab countries
participating in the boycott was that American firms not do business
with Israel. There were no efforts to boycott companies that did busi-
ness with other American firms that were doing business with Israel.

You have leld hearings on this subject. Is it your belief, or is there
evidence available, which would indicate that in point of fact this
isa widespread practice?

Mr. BinguaM. Let me submit backup material for that for the
record, if I may.!

Mr. Sorarz. I think that would be helpful.

CONTRADICTION BETWEEN PROHIBITING BOYCOTT
COMPLIANCE AND DISCLOSURE

The other question I had goes to what seems to me to be a potential
contradiction between the fﬁttout provision against compliance with
the boycott contained in your proposal on the one hand and the disclo-
sure requirements contained in the Stevenson amendment and Scheuer-
Koch proposal on the other.

If tﬁe two were combined, as some have suggested, what sense does
it make to ask someone to disclose whether or not they ar~ complying
with the boycott request when the very same legislation presumably
would prohibit such compliance in the first place?

hClan c;nyone realistically be expected to disclose they are violating
the law

Mr. BiNouaMm. I think the gentleman raises a very good question
and one we ought to consider. There might evenrze objections to
it on the grounds it was unconstitutional in the sense it was self-
incriminating.

What T had meant to say before was that the objections I have to
the disclosure provisions, those particular objections do not apply if
we prohibit the secondary boycott, but there may be other problems
that we should consider.

Mr. Sorarz. T thank the gentleman for his observation. I think
this is something the committee ought to take a very close look at. I
am not opposed in principal, I think, to disclosure, but I think we
have to ask some hard questions about the purposes the disclosure re-
quirement would serve if they are coupled with the flatout prohibition
contained in your own recommendations.

Mr. BineHam. Mav 1, at this point refer to the letter from Chair-

man John Moss to Chairman Thomas Morgan, dated May 8, 1976,
with regard to the gentleman’s first question. Among the clauses that
have been found to be common in the various documents that are
required are, and I read from page 4 of his letter:
* ¢ ¢ clauses referring to being blacklisted by the boycott office for doing busi-
ness with a boycotted firm. This clause typically includes requests to certify
that the exporter is not blacklisted or is not doing business with a blacklisted
company.

Mr. Sorarz. And you indicated a firm has problems making that
certification when u blacklist was not available and it didn’t know
who was on the list.

1 See letter Hon, John E. Moss on p. 71.
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PRECEDENTS FOR SECONDARY AND TERTIARY BOYCOTTS

One final question : A number of witnesses have indicated that boy-
cotts as a matter of international law are not unprecedented. We have
cven, from time to time, engaved in them ourselves. Are you aware
of any precedents for the kind of secondary, and to some extent ter-
tiary, boycotts which the Arab countries are utilizing vis-a-vis Israel
that other countries have engaged in, perhaps including our own?

Mr. Bingiam. Essentially, no. I think we must bear in mind the
type of boycott we have engaged in so far as trade is concerned has
been the primary boycott with occasional details that might be con-
strued as suggestive of a secondary boycott.

We have, in connection with aid programs, secondary provisions,
but that is very different from a trade boycott.

Mr. Soragz. Actually, now that I think about it, I know the gentle-
man conducted some hearings on the embargo on Cuba. I have a recol-
lection that we once prohibited the purchase of jute from Bangladesh
on the grounds that they were trading with Cuba, an action which
?‘eelr)naed to be a rather petty manifestation of our own embargo on

Juba.

Mr. BineraMm. I think the gentleman is mistaken in that. That would
refer to the prohibitions of aid to countries. and it may have been in
that connection that there was a threatened cutoff.

We also had a prohibition against aid to countries whose ships were
stopping in Cuban ports and Vietnamese ports, but those had to do
with aid, not trade.

Mr. Sor.arz. So that is a 114 bovcott, somewkere hetween primary
and secondary boycott. T didn't think it reflected much credit on us.

T thank the witness for his testimony.

Chairman Moreax. Thank vou, Mr. Bingham.

Our next witness is Mr. Robert Drinan from the great State of
Massachusetts.

We welcome vou to the committee todav Mr. Drinan,

Mr. Drinan is a distinguished member of the House Judiciary
Committee.

You may proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. RORERT F. DRINAN. A REPRFSENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. Drivaw. T will submit my statement for the record and try to
make points not made earlier this morning.

EXISTING FEDERAL POWERS

I want first to say T have learned a ereat deal about this enormous
problem from the hearings conducted by the subcommittee chaired by
Congressman Rosenthal in the Government Operations Committee.

As evervone knows, the Secretary of Commerce freely admits that
under section 4(B) (1) of the Export Administration Act, he is em-
powered to issne

Chairman MoraaN. Just a minute. T wish our suests wonld take
their seats, please. As a matter of courtesy, if any additional statements
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are to be obtained. I would hope you would go up one by one instead of
all at one time.

You may proceed. ]

Mr. Drivan. It is very cleer the Secretary of Commerce 1s em-

owered to issue regulations Frohibiting compliance with the boycott
Eemands, but the Secretary refuses to doso. )

The President. if he so desired, could take numerous other actions
to fight the boycott under existing law, such as the denial of trade
privileges to countries which blacklist American firms, or the issuance
of cease and desist orders to banks which process letters of credit con-
taining boycott certification requirements.

But the administration refuses to do so. )

I cannot exaggerate, Mr. Chairman, the enormous importance of
the boycott that continues to grow in size and strength. The tremen-
dous expansion of American trale with Middle Eastern nations has
transformed the boycott from a minor nuisance into a cancer within
the American economy.

I won’t repeat these statistics gathered by Congressman John Moss,
everyone on this committee knows how frightening they are.

DRINAN ANTIBOYCOTT BILL

It 1s apparent, Mr. Chairman, that the only effective remedy for
this intolerable situation lies in the enactment of appropriate legisla-
tion to carry out the policies set forth 11 years ago in the Export
Administration Act.

Let me review the legislation before this committee. You have the
good fortune to have three bills, all of which have merit, and I know
that a combination of them will be forthcoming in due course.

I have filed the Foreiga Discriminatory Commercial Practices Act,
H.R. 5913, cosponsored by 28 Members of the House. This addresses
the boycott in a slightly different fashion than the other bills before

ou.

Like the Scheuer-Koch bill, my bill would prohibit companies from
providing information on the religious or ethnic character of their
employees, stockholders, and directors.

Both bills also prohibit firms from refusing to do business with an-
other firm on the basis of the boycott.

My bill, however, Mr. Chairman, goes one step further than the
Kock-Scheuer bill in prohibiting a firm from taking other actions to
support the boycott. These include : (1) furnishing information on its
business with a boycotted country; (2) furnishing information on its
business with other firms which do business with a hoycotted country;
(3) furnishing information on its investments in a boycotted country;
and, (4) refusing to do business with a hoycotted country or its citizens
in response to a boycott demand.

All of these actions wonld constitute participation by American com-
panies in the Arab boyeott, but they are not specifically prohibited in
the hill filed by Congressmen Scheuer and Koch.

My reading of the bhill filed by vour distinguished colleague, Con-
gressman Bingham, is that it would encompass all the actions noted
above within its general nrohibition on actions, “which have the effect
of furthering or supporting restrictive trade practices of boycotts.”

74-772 O - 16 - 11
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Since the various activities are not specified, however, interpretation
of the proposed amendment would be up to the Commerce Department
and ultimately to the courts.

In my judgment it would be preferable for the Congress to spell
out precisely the activities it intends to outlaw and that I have pro-
vided for in the bill H.R, 5913.

Several other provisions, Mr. Chairman, of my bill, not contained
in either of the other bills, merit in my judgment the attention of the
committee.

My bill does not require public disclosure as noted in a colioquy a few
moments ago that does raise problems involving the fifth amendment.

Second: My bill requires the Secretary of Commerce to suspend the
exporting privileges of cny company found to be engaging in any of
the prohibited acts. Increasing the civil penalty from $1.000 to $10,000,
as provided in the Scheuer-Koch bill, is certainly a good idea. Such a
fine, however, would have little effect on most of the huge multina-
tional corporations doing business with the Middle East.

The threat of stronyger punitive action is essential as a detergent to
illegal acts,

My bill requires a full exchange of information and cooperation be-
tween the Department of Commerce and the Equal Emplovment Op-
portunity Commission, EEQC, so that the resources of these two agen-
cies can jointly be broucht to bear on the investigation of complaints
and prosecution of violators.

TLis exchange of information should help all of the agencies of the
Federal Government to perform their duties more efficiently and
without duplication.

In conclusion, it is clear that new legislation is needed to combat the
Arab boycott within our own borders. The Export Administration
Act, which already contains a definitive statement of American policy
on this subject, is the most appropriate vehicle for such legislation.

I urge the committee, as it considers the proposed extension of the .
act, to adopt amendments to combat the hoycott. While I believe that
the most effective approach is embodied in the bill I filed, this commit-
tee has the good fortune of having before it three good bills on this
topic. I am hopeful and certain that out of the deliberations of your
committee there will emerge legislation to excise the boycott cancer
from our economy and to restore to American commerce in some degree
those principles of freedom and nondiscrimination which we espouse
as a nation.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Drinan follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENRT OF HoN. ROBERT F'. DRINAN, A REPRFSENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM TIIE STATE OF MASBACHUSETTS

Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to appear in support of proposed legislation to
effectuate the anti-boycott policy contained in the Export Administration Act by
prohibiting American complicity .n this insidious form of economic blackmail.
Our government's stated opposition to the boyeott of Israel conducted by the
Arab Ieague is unquestioned, but the Administration has consistently refused
to take the actions necessary to prevent American firms from complying with
discriminatory boycott demands. The Secretary of Commerce freely admits
that under Section 4 (b) (1) of the Export Administration Act, he i8 empowered
to issue regulations prohibiting compliance with boycott demands, but he refuses
to do 80. The President, if he so desired, covld take numerous other actione to
fight the boycott under existing law such as the denial of trade privileges to
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countries which blacklist American firms or the issuance of cease and desist
orders to banks which process letters of credit containing boycott certification
requirements. But he refuses to do so.
In the midst of this Executive branch paralysis, the boycott continues to
grow in nize and strength. The tremendous expansion of American trade with
Middle Eastern nations has transformed the boycott from a minor nuisance into
a festering cancer within the American economy. According to a report issued
recently by the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations, 637 American firms reported receiving requests for com-
pliance with boyeott demands during the first 11 months of 1975. These demands
- were made in conjunction with 4,279 transactions valued at more than $780
millfon. After surv evlng reports submitted by these firms during the period

October 1-December J, 1973, the Subcommittee reported that companies com-
plied with boycott demands in 90.6 percent of these cases encompasking 90.4
percent of total sales dollars. Thus, in the absence of sanctions imposed by the
Administration, it is apparent that the vast majority of firms doing business
in the Middle East have succumbed to economic blackmail and are participating
actively in the boycott of our ally, Israel.

The impact of the boycott on the Israeli economy is readily apparent. Numer-
ous American firms are also adversely affected by domestic compliance with
boycott demands. More than 1,500 American companjes appearing vn the Arabh
blackist are unable to do buginess with Arab countries or with other American
firms which have agreed to comply with the regulations of the Arab Boycott
Office. Such regulations prohibit doing business with a blacklisted firm. Thus,
American companies are presently faced with the choice of succumbing to Arab
demands or suffering a loss of business to other American firms. A uniform
prohibition on compliance with boycott demands would end this dilemma and
place all firms on an equal competitive standing in seeking business in the
Middle East and elsewhere,

It is appurent that the only effective remedy of this intolerable situation lies
in the enactment of appropriate legislation to carry out the policy set forth
in the Export Administi<tion Act. As you Kknow, the Senate Committee on
RBanking, Housing and Urban Affairs has reported out the Foreign Boycotts
Act, title I of S, 953. That hill has been introduced in the House as H.R. 11463
by Congressmen Scheuer and Koch. A recond important anti-hoycott bill, H.R.
4967, hag been introduced by Congressman Bingham, The enactment of either
of these bills would, in my judgment, be a major step toward reducing the impact
of the Arab boycott within the United States.

I have filad the Foreign Discriminatory Commercis' Practices Act (H.R.
H913), cosponsored by 28 Members of the House, which addresses the boycott in
1 slightly different fashion, I.ike H.R. 11463, iny bill would prohibit companies
from providing information on the religion or ethnic character of their em-
ployees, stockholders, and directors. Both Lills also prohibit firms from refusing
to do business with another firm on the basis of the hoycott.

H.R. 5913 goes one step further than the Koch-Scheuer bill in prohibiting a
firm from taking other actions to support the boycott including: (1) furnishing
information on its business with a loycotted country; (2) furnishing informa-
tion on its business with other firms which do business with a boycotted coun-
try; (8) furnishing information on its investments in a boycotted country ; and
(4) refusing to do business with a hoycotted country or iis citizens in response
to a boycott demand.

All of these actions would constitute participation by American companies in
the Arab Boycott, yet none are prohibited by H.R. 11468,

My reading of H.R. 4967, introduced by Congressman Bingham, is that it
would encompass all of the actions listed above within its general prohibition
on actions “which have the effect of furthering or supporting restrictive trade
practices or boycotts.” 8ince the varlous prohibited activities are not specifled,
however, interpretation of the propnsed amendment wonld be up to the Com-
merce Department and ultimately to the courts. I believe it would be preferable
for the Congress to spell out the activities it intends to ontlaw as precisely as
postible as provided for in H.R. 5913,

Several other provisions of H.R. 5913, not contained in either of the other
bills, merit the attention of the Committee. First, the bill requires the Secretary
of Commerce to suspend the exporting privileges of any company found to be
engaging in any of the prohibited acts. While raising the civil penalty from
$1,000 to $10.000, ax provided for in H.R. 11463, ix a good fdea, such a fine will
have little effect on most of the huge multinational corporations doing business
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in the Midd': ¥=xt. The threat of stronger punitive action is essential as a deter-
rent to illegal acts.

S8econd, the bill requires a full exchange of information and cooperation be-
tween the Department of Commerce and the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission so that their resources can be jointly brought to bear in the investf-
gation of cunplaints and prosecution of violators. This exchange of Infarmation

should help both of these agencles to perform their duties more efficiently and
without duplication.

In concluston, Mr. Chalrman, it is clear that new legislaticn is needed to com-
bat the Arab boycott within vur own borders. The Export Administration Act,
which already contains a definitive statement of American policy on this sub-
ject, 18 the mosc appropriate vehicle for such legislation. I urge the Committee,
as it considers the propored extension of the Act, to adopt amendments to com-
bat the boycott. While I believe that the most effective approach is embodied in
H.R. 5918. the Committee has the good fortune of having Lefore it three good
bills on this subject. I am hopeful that out cf those bills and the deliberations
of your Committee will emerge legislation to excise the hoyceott cancer from our
economy and restore to American commerce in some dooree those principles of
freedom and nondiscrimination which we espouse as a ne*lon.

Chairman Morea~. Thank you, Mr. Drinan.

Mr. L.agomarsino.

Mr. L..aoMarsiNo. No questions.

Chairman Morca~. Mr, Rosenthal.

Mr. Rosenvniar. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

I want to commend our colleague for his long commitment to this
subject. :

Chairman Morcan. Mr. Bingham.

Mr. Bivenam, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

APPLICATION OF U.BS. LAW TO U.8. FOREIGN SUBSIDIARIES

I, too, would like to commend our colleague for his work in this field.
I know of his deep interest.

I have one question. I know in the gentleman’s bill, H.R. 5913, he
provides, “It shall be unlawful for any U.S. exporter or any of its
subsidiaries or affiliates * * *,” and then he lists the prohibited
practices.

My question is this: 2o you feel that throngh American law the acts
of a foreign company which is owned in part or in whole by an Amer-
ican company can be prohibited ¢ :

Mr. Drinan. T would think, Mr. Bingham, we probably have to
insert there “a knowing act” by which they aid an({)abet the boycott
in question.

You raise a good question, and I think that without bringing in the
foreign counterpart or subsidiary you could vitiate the act.

At the same time they do have rights not to be blanketed in without
their knowledge or consent.

Mr. Bixertay. I am not quite sure what the gentleman is saying. Is
he saying that the prohibition would have to lie in the parent company
being involved in some way in the transaction directly?

Mr. Drixax. If I may go back directly, what precise page is that on?

Mr. Bixonay, Page 3, line 8.

Mr. Drixan [reading].

It shall be unlawful for any United States exporter or any of its subsidiaries
or affiiiates to engage in the following acte.

Mr. Binonam, My question is, assuming the subsidiary or affiliate
in a fo eign corporation, how can we reach its actions under our crimi-
nal statutes?
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Mr. DriNan. It would depend on the corporation law that controls
the nature of that relationship by which this particular foreign sub-
sidiary, bank, or corporation is, in fact, related to the U.S, corporation.
Insofar as it is dependent, insofar as it has some connection with
American law, to that extent the American corporation under Amer-
ican law could render unlawful any of the acts proscribed.

Mr. Bixgray. I think it’s an important question. I commend the
gentleman for introducing this thought which I don’t think appears
in any of the other bills,

Without this, it might provide quite a loophole, but at the same time
I think, presents us with some technical difficulties.

Mr. DriNax. I agree with the gentleman. I learned more of the ram-
ifications of this question in the work of the subcommittee of Mr.
Rosenthal. It was noted there that banks have foreign affiliates or sub-
sidiariles, and they were saying they were in no way under American
control.

Those banks are growing in number in the Arab nations while
diminishing very drastically in Israel.

Mr. Binoraym. I thank the gentleman.

Chairman Moreax. Mr. Solarz.

Mr. Sorarz, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

T think it can be said the witness has been one of the fathers of the
antiboycott movement in the House of Representatives and has been

an il:]spiration to all of us concerned about events in that area of the
world.

I have a few questions.

CONTRADICTION BETWEEN PROHIBITING BOYCOTT COMPLIANCE AND
DISCLOSURE

First, you briefly touched in your testimony on the potential prob-
lem I had raised a little bit earlier concerning the potential conflict
between the prohibition on participation in the boycott on the one
hand and disclosure requirements on the other. I wonder as an at-
torney and member of the Judiciary Committee, could you elaborate
on that, particularly in terms of whether such dual requirement might
or might not be unconstitutional ?

Mr. Drixax. The gentleman raised a very good question, and it
seems to me if we are going to prohibit all these actions, then the sec-
tion of the Export Administration Act regulations which requires the
reporting of these actions by American corporations is obsolete,

One could, nonetheless, state that these corporations must still report
to the Commerce Committee any proposed boycotts or any boycott
requests that they receive from the foreign nation but they conld not,
in my judgment, be required to stite that they had in fact accepted
them in whole or in part because, if this were prohibited even under
civil penalties, then it would be in violation of the letter or the spirit
of the fifth amendment.

I am inclined to think we have to rethink the whole purpose of the

ixport Administration Act.

hat was a bold venture 11 years ago by the Congress of the United
States. They foresaw at that time that the Arab economic boycott was
carrying out an economic warfare against Israel that was insidious
and very harmful to Israel and to the United States and they did not
want American corporations to participate.
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Obviovusly that act was a compromise which has proven to be rela-
tively ineffective. Now if we want to prohibit these acts, as I think the
committee does, as I do, then I think we have {o rethink that legisla-
tion and go back to square one.

Mr. SoLarz. You don’t think there would be a constitutional problem
with requiring disclosure of requests for information but that there
might be with respect to the disclosure of whether cue actually
participated §

Mr. Drixan. On the contrary, I think that, if an American agent or
if an alien representing a foreign corporation is soliciting an Ameri-
can corporation to do something that is illegal or even criminal, then
ther. is some duty of reporting. In this particular act, soliciting is
& crime. ,

PROUF OF BOYCCTT COMPLIANCE g

Mr. Sorarz. I wonder if you could comment on the problems of proof
that would be involved in establishing that an American firm had
actually complied with the boycott, in violation of this proposed law,
given the very real possibility that a firm may not be doing business
with Israel for its own reasons, completely unrelated to the boycott ?

Mr. Drinan, The problems of proof are, indeed, difficult. I am famil-
iar with an architectural firm charged under a State law related to this
matter and the firm said they had never been asked to do any business
in Israel, that if they were asked. they would consider it, but that they
continued to do business with the Arab nations exclusively.

However, as I think as in all law$, these would be a tiny minority of
the cases. The vast number of American corporations would. in fact,
comply. It is my conviction that American corporations desire protec-
tion from the Arab economic boycott and that they would welcome
a law that applies universally across-the-board that would give them
all equal protection so that they would not feel that, if they don’t sub-
mit to the economic boycott, one of their competitors would get the
business.

Mr. Sorarz. I am just trying to figure out how this would work in
practice. We presume the boycott would not go out of existence. The
Arab countries would still try to operate the boycott even with this
legislation. In that case, wouldn't the corporations. in the Arab world
with which they do business, say they are prohibited from signing
contracts or statements stating that they won’t do business with
Israel—but sort of watch their annual financial report, and the Arab
countries will not be unhappy. Then, if anvbody from the Justice
Department or Commerce Department asked them whether they have
complied with the boycott request. they say. no. absolutely not.

Then if asked why they don’t do business with Israel. they can say,
well, it is not logistically possible, or profitable.

Isn't it likely that is the kind of scenario that will develop? And how
does this legislation deal with that situation?

Mr. Drixan. I don’t think you can prevent that by legislation. That,
after all. is a matter of proof and the enforcement of the law. We out-
law certain specific actions and a pattern of conduct. After that, it is
up to the law enforcement agencies.

However, if T may. there is a deepner dimension to this because in
the hearings conducted by Mr. Rosenthal it came out that Afri~an and
Asian nations are participating in this boycott as well. By sympathy
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with or intimidation by the Arab nations, these countries more and
more in the commercial and banking world are following the economic
boyc<ﬁt against Israel and insisting that American corporations do so
as well.

If we include only the Arab economic boycott, members of the
Fourth World nations could aid and abet the Arab nations by using
their name and their companies as a coverup.

DEGREE OF DETAIL OF LEGISLATION

Mr. Sorarz. One final question, Mr. Chairman.

With respect to your observations concerning the desirability of
spelling out in precise terms what kinds of participation in the boy-
cott would be prohibited, as a practical matter do you foresee any
difficulty in including that language in the bill itself as compared to
including language to that effect in the committee report ¢

Mr. DrixaN. Frankly, I would be inclined to put it in the bill since
the enforcement activities and the aptitude for enforcement on the part
of the Commerce Department have not been very effective. Therefore,
we should not allow them a loophole.

It is open knowledge that the Commerce Department for many,
many years was, in fact, aiding and abetting the Arab economic boy-
cott by sending out propaganda from Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and other
nations, to American corporations at taxpayers’ expense.

If ther have that tendency, they would be inclined to - , that the
specifics T have in my bill would not be forbidden if we give them
that opportunity.

Even if you do follow the technique of my bill, you should nonethe-
less have a clause blanketing-in all other types of activities of that
kind. I have such a clause in my bill.

Mr. SotAgz. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if it would be in order to ask
if some counsel available to the committee, presumably on the staff,
but maybe in the Law Division of the Library of Congress, could per-
haps give the committee a legal judgment about the constitutionality
of including disclosure requirements in an amendment which also pro-
hibits participation #

Mr. RosExTiAL, There is distinguished counsel sitting in the audi-
ence waiting to testify. They may have dealt with this issue and be
able to make a valuable contribution.

Chairman MorgaN. Thank you, Mr. Drinan,

Y()ll‘n' next witness is a Member of Cougress from the State of New
ork.

STATEMENT OF HON. BELLA 8. ABZUG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Chairman Morca~, It is an honor and privilege to welcome you
back to this committee. Since you have been in (g.ongress, you have
testified in this room many times. We are glad to have you back.

Ms. Apzua. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As always, I appreciate the
opportunity to appear before your committee, which, under your
chairmanship and with its fine membership has made a significant
contribution to our concerns as a Nation.

T ask unanimous consent to insert my entire statement into the record
a* this time.
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Chairman Morean. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Ms. Aszue. Thank you, sir.

U.8. ANTIBOYCOTT POLICIES

I am, of course, very concerned about the effect which a foreign
boycott may have upon our domestic policy and business. The Govern-
ment Information and Individual Rights Subcommittee, which I chair,
heard testimony last year on discriminatory assignment olicies over-
seas by Federal agencies. These hearings spurred the White House to
issue in November a “memorandum to the heads of executive depart-
ments and agencies,” stating that exclusionary policies of the country
to which a potential assignment is being considered “must not be a
factor in any part of the selection process of a Federal] agency.”

In my opinion, President Ford’s directive does not go far enough,
in that it does not flatly prohibit Federal employees fgom providing
information on their race, religion, or national origin when traveling
abroad on official business.

The reason I say this is that in the course of these hearings, we
heard testimony from representatives of the Treasury Department that
they did not provide such information when applying for visas to
Saudi Arabia and the Saudis made no objection to the omission. The
point of this is that we give money and other forms of aid to countries
such as Saudi Arabiz, and they turn around and compel us to break
our own laws and basic precepts in the process of giving the aid.

We must find a means to end the Arab boycott.g}n response to my
letter, SEC Chairman Roderick Hills recently stated that American
companies participating in the Arab boycott are required to disclose
information on their participation in any instance where there is &
“material adverse effect upon corporate income, assets (including good
will), or profits.”

Imaintain that any participation, no matter how small the monetary
amount, is of vital interest to investors and the public, and I have
asked that the SEC disclose all information it has regarding actual
participation by American companies and that it require a1l companies
subject to the securities laws tomake public disclosure of any participa-
tion in the Arab boycott on their part.

In another vein,% recently appeared before the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System to urge that their regulations imFle-
menting the Equal Credit Act Amendments of 1976 make clear the fact
that the legislation prohibits not only discrimination against an ap-
plicant for credit on the basis of his or her race, color, religion, or
national origin, but also upon the basis of the race, color, religion, or
national origin of those with whom the applicant deals.

STRONGER ANTIBOYCOTT MEASURES

I have cosponsored a bill, H.R. 11463, which only required dis-
clogure, but I am rethinking my position on that question, particularly
in light of some of the discussion that took place here today. Some of
the proposals before the committee, including H.R. 11463, would only
require that boycott fmrticipation be reported to the Government and
then disclosed publicly. This is not enough. The international blacklir*.
that Arab pressure has imposed on American business is a direct chai-
lenge to ideale which our Nation has long protected and cherished, in-
cluding equality of opportunity and treatment regardless of race,
religion, color, or national origin.
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An interesting thing came out when we held the hearings on the
foreign assignment practices. We have laws on the books which pro-
hibit our Federal Government from discriminating against our own
employees on the basis of race, color, or national origin, yet we are
now violating our own l»ws. For example, allowing Saudi Arabia not
to issue a visa is an indirect way of alYowin a government from the
outgide to cause our own Government to violate our laws.

Disclosure, I think, may not be sufficient to accomplish our objective.
To counter this serious threat to free trade, legislation must be enacted
along the lines of H.R. 5913, of which I am a cosponsor, or the bill b
Mr. Bingham, prohibiting discriminatm'ty practices such as the Ara
boycott of Israel and of Jewish individuals.

DISCRIMINATORY ARPECTS OF THE BOYCOTT

The committee report on S. 3084, S. Rept. 94-917, discusses the far-
reaching effect of this boycott and the inebility of existing law to
counter its impact. Especially disturbing are the instances cited of
discrimination based solely upon Jewish association, or the fact that
managers or board members of a company are of the Jewish faith.

Any general boycott on grounds such as these necessarily results in
d serimination against Americans for reasons having nothing to'do
with international relations or disagreements between nations. The fact
that the Arab countries apparently believe that any Jew is necessarily
an active supporter of Israel does not in any way justify their boycott

ractices. And even with respect to Americans who are not Jewish, our
aws should protect them from being compelled to discriminate against
others for religious or similar reasons.

Americans should not be subjected or permitted to knuckle under
to these tactics, which are utterly inconsistent with fundamental
democratic principles. This sentiment was expressed by Congress in
the original Export Administration. Act of 1969, opposing domestic
implementation of foreign boycotts.

t is time to put teeth into this policy by amending the act, as has
been suggested before this committee, to forbid any American or en-
tity doing business here from participating in any boycott based
wholly or in part upon race, religion, or national origin, or a boycott
fostered or imposed by any foreign country against another country
friendly to the United States. Civil or crimizal penalties should also
be included in the legislation.

The act must go beyond requiring reports of boycott activities if the
domestic impact of the Arak or any other forei,n boycott is to be
mitigated. We cannot permit our economy and policies to be ruled by
the policies of other nations, The provisions of existing law do not
mandate any action by the Secretary of Commerce which would ef-
fectuate the antiboycott policy of the act. Secretary Richardson, and
Secretary Morton before him, have made it painfully clear that they
lack the desire to effectuate this policy, and so, we must do what they
lack the courage to do.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Abzug follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF HoN. BrLLA 8. ABzUG, A REPREBENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE oF NEw YORK

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to appear before you this morning to present my views on the subject of
foreign boycotts in general and the Arab boycott in particular.
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I am deeply concerned about the effect which a foreign boycott may have upon
our domestic policy and business, The Government Information and Individual
Rights Subcommittee, which 1 chair, heard testimony last year on discriminatory
assignment policies overseas by Federal agencies. These hearings spurred the
White House to issue in November a “Memorandum to the Heads of Executive
Departments and Agencies”, stating that exclusionary policies of the country
to which a potential assignment is being considered “must not be a factor in any
part of the selection process of a Federal Agency.”™

In my opinion, President Ford's directive does not go far enough, in that it
does not flatly prohibit Federal employees from providing information on their
race, religicn, or national origin when traveling abroad on official business, We
heard testimony from representatives of the Treasury Department that they did
not provide such information when applying for visas to Saudi Arabia and the
Sandis made no objection to the omission, The point of this is that we give
money and other forms of ald to countries such as Saudi Arabia, and they tumm
around and compel us to break our own laws and basic precepts in the process
of giving the aid.

We must find a means to end the Arab boycott. In response to my letter, S.E.C.
Chairman Hills recently stated that American companies participating in the
Arab boycott are required to disclose information on their participation in any
instance where there i8 a “material adverse effect upon corporate ircome, assets
(Including good will), or profits.”

I maintain that any participation, no matter how small the monetary amount,
in of vital interest to inveators and the public, and I have asked that the SEC
disclose all information it has regarding actual participation by American com-
panles and that it require all companies subject to the securities laws to make
public discinsure of any participation in the Arab boxcott on their part.

In another vein, I recently appeared before the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System to urge that their regulations implementing the Equal
Credit Act Amendments of 1076 make clear the fact that the legislation prohibits
not only discrimination against an applicant for credit on the basis of his or her
race, color, religion, or national origin. but also upen the basis of the race, color,
religion, or national origin of those 1with wchom the applicant deals.

Some cf the proposals before you would only require that boycott participa-
tion be reported to the Government and then disclosed publicly. This is not
enough. The international blacklist that Arab pressure has imposed on American
business is & direct challenge to ideals which our Nutfon has long protected and
cherished, including equality of opportunity and treatment regardless of race,
religion, color, or national origin. To counter this serious threat to free trade.
legislation must be enacted along the lines of H.R. 7712, of which I am a co-
sponsor, of the bill by Mr. Bingham, prohibiting discriminatory practices such
as the Arab boycott of Israel and of Jewish individuals.

The committee report on 8. 3084, 8. Rep. 94-917, discusses the far-reaching
effect of this boycott and the inability of existing law to counter its impact,
Fispecially disturbing are the instances cited of discrimination based solelv unon
Jewish association, or the fact that managers or board members of a company
are of the Jewish faith.

Any general boycott on grounds such as these necessarily resul‘s in diserimina-
tion against Americans for reasons having nothing to do with international re-
lations or disagreements between nations. The fact that the Arab countries ap-
parently believe that any Jew I8 necessarily an active supporter of Israel does
not in any way justify their boycott practices. And even with respect to Ameri.
cans who are not Jewish, our laws should protect them from being compelled
to discriminate agnainst others for religious or simiilar reasons.

Americans should not bhe subjected or permitted to knuckle under to these
tactics, which are utterly inconsistent with fundamental democratic principles,
This sentiment was expressed by Congress in the original Export Adminlqtration
Act of 1969, onposing domestic imnlementation of foreien hoyeotts,

It is time to put teeth fnto this poliey by amending the Act (a) to forhid any
American or entity doing business here from participating in any boveott bared
wholly or in part unon race, religion, or national origin. or a boveott fostered
or imposed by any foreign country against another country friendly to the United
States, and (b) to reauire renorting and disclosnre of anv such participation.
Civil or criminal penalties should also be included in the legisiation.

The Act must go beyond reauiring reports of bovcott activities if the domestic
impact of the Arab or anv other foreign boveott is to be mitirated, We cannnt
permit our economy and policies to be ruled by the policies of otHer nations. The
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provisions of existing law do not mandate any action by the Secretary of Com-
merce which would effectuate the antiboycott policy of the Act. Secretary
Richardson, and Secretary Morton before him, have made it painfully clear that
they lack the desire to effectuate this policy, and so, we must do what they lack
the courage to do.

The amendments to the Export Administration Act must directl; attack the
Arab efforts to dictate discriminatory practices and policies to Americans and
American businesses. I am sensitive to the problem of distinguishing between
the case where there is participation in a boycott and the case where a lack of
foing business in a given country is due to economic factors having no connection
with a boycott. I do not think, however, that this problem is grounds for ignor-
ing the boycott or for failing to attack it as firmly and as directly as possible,
namely, by an absolute prohibition of compliance with boyecott demands. .

It is time to face the invidious nature of foreign boycotts based upon such
arbitrary factors as religious association. They have no place in this great
country of ours, and we must enact legislation in this Congress which makes it
clear that they have no place here.

Chairman Morcax. We will tuke a 10-minute recess, Ms. Abzug,
as we have to take a vote on the floor. ) _

Ms. ABzte. Unless the committee has some questions, T would like
to go back to my own conmnittee hearing when I leave here and vote.

Mr. Binanam. I have no questions. _

Chairman Morcax. We thank you then, Ms. Abzug. for coming
today.

Mr. Soragz. I willask you in the cloakroom.

Chairman MorcaN. Thank you. _

Ms. Apzua. I am trying to expedite the work of this committee,

Chairman MoraaN. We will return in 10 minutes.

[A recess wastaken at 11:10a.m.]

Chairman Morgan. The committee will come to order, please.

Our next witness is the very distinguished Member of Congress,
a member of the Approyriations Committee, from the great State of
New York, Mr. Edward Koch.

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD 1. XOCH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Kocu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

What I would like to do is file my formal statement and make
some, hopefully, brief comments bevcause I know that there are a
number of witnesses who have come here to testify besides Members
of Congressand I want to afford them time, .

Chairman Morgan. With objection, your statement will be made a
permanent part of the record.

LEGISLATIVE PROPOBALS

Mr. Kocn. First. I would like to point out that there are two
Koch-Scheuer bills—one has been discussed that relates to the tertiary
boycott, reporting, disclosures and other aspects. That bill, H.R.
11463, L:as the cosponsorship of 75 other Members of Congress. And
there is a second bill which Congressman Scheuer and T introduced
on April ¢, H.R. 13151, which explicitly outlaws the secondary boy-
cott as wel' as the tertiary, and also has the reporting requirements
and other pruvisions of H.R. 11463.

I would like to make both: of those bills part of the record.

[The textsof H.R. 11463 and H.R. 13151 follows :]
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
JaNuary 22,1976

Mr., Kocu (for himself, Ms. Anzuo, Mr. Anrnasso, Mr. Babtiio, Mr. BLANCR.RD,

Mr. Broouzap, Mr. Carney, Mrs. Cuistorx, Mr. Downzr of New York,
Mr. Ewagno, Mr. Fromio, Mr. Frasex, Mr. GiLuaw, Mr. GonzaLrz, Mr.
Hamminaron, Ms. Houtzman, Mr. Lensman, Mr. LeviTas, and Mr. I.;oxo
of Maryland) introduced the following bill; which was referred jom.tly
to the Committees on International Relations and Interstate and Foreign
Commerce

A BILL

To amend the Export Adwministration Act of 1969 to strengthen

[ 3

w

® =2 & O »

the antiboycott provisions of such Act, to amend the Securi-
ties Exchange Act of 1934 to enhance investor disclosure
provisions of that Act, aud for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
TITLE I-FOREIGN BOYCOTTS

Skc. 101, This title may be cited as the “Forcign Boy-
cotts Aect of 19757,

Sec. 102. (a) Section 3(5) (A) of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1969 (hereinafter in this title referred to as

the “Act”) is amended bv inserting immediately after
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“United States” the following: ‘“‘or against any domest’c
concern”’.

‘(b) Section 3 (5) (B) of the Act is amended by insert-
ing immediately after “United States” the following: “or
against any domestic concern”.

SEc. 103. (a) Section 4 (b) (1) of the Act is amended
by striking out the next to the last sentence.

(b) Bection 4 (b) of the Act is amended by redesignat-
ing paragraphs (2) through (4) and any cross references
thereto as parugraphs (3) through (5), respectively, and
inserting after paragraph (1) a new paragraph (2) as
follows:

“(2) (A) Pursuant to such rules and regulations as he
may deem necessary and appropriate, the Secretary of Com-
merce shall implement the provisions of section 3 (5) of this
Act.

“(B) Such rules and regulations shall require that any
domestic concern which receives a request icr the furnishing
of information, the signing of agreements, or the taking of
any other action referred to in section 3 (5) of this Act, shall
transmiit to the Secretary of Commerce a report stating that,
such request was received, together with sach other informa-
tion concerning such request as the Secretary may require for
such action as he may deem appropriate for carrying out the

purposes of that section. Such report shall also state whe!er
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such concern intends to comply with such request. Any re-
port filed pursuant to this subparagraph after the enactment
of the Foreign Boycotts Act of 1975 shall be made available
promptly for public inspection and copying, and the Secre-
tary of Commerce shall transmit copies thereof to the Secre-
tary of State on a periodic basis for such action as the Secre-
tary of State, in consultation with the Secretary of Commerce,
may deem appropriate for carrying out the purposes of sec-
tion 3 (5) of this Act. |

“{(C) Rules and regulations implementing such provi-
sions shall also prohibit each domestic concern from (i)
furnishing information regarding the race, religion, sex, or na-
tional origin of that econcern’s or of any other domestic con-
cern’s, directors, officers, employees, or shareholders to or
for the use by any foreign country, national, or agent thereof
where such information is sought for the purpose of en-
forcing or implementing restrictive trade practices or boy-
cotts against a country friendly to the United States or
against any domestic concern, or (ii) refusing to do business
with any other domestic conc rm or person pursuant to an
agreement with, requirement of, or a request from, or om

behalf of, any foreign country, national, or agent thereof

" made or imposed for the purpose of enforcing or implement-

ing restrictive trade practices or boycotts against a country

friendly to the United States or against any domestic con-
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cern. Any civil penalty imposed under this Act for a viola-
tion of rules or reguiations issued under clause (ii) of the
preceding sentence may he imposed only after notice and
opportunity for an agency hearing on the record in accord-
ance with sections 554 through 557 of title 5, United States
Code.”.
Sec. 104. (a) Section 6 (c¢) of the Act 1s amended--
(1) Dy striking out “The head” and inserting in lieu
thereof “Except 85 rtherwise provided in the second sen-
tence of this subsection, the head”; and
(2) by adding at the end thercof the following:
“The head of any department or agency exercising any
functions under this Act, or any officer or employee of
such department or agency' specifically designated by the
head thereof, may impose a civil penalty not to exceed
$10,000 for each violation of section 4 {b) (2) of this
Act or of any rule or regulation issued thercunder, either
in addition to or in lieu of any other liability or penalty
which may be imposed. Any charging letter or other
document initiating preceedings by the Secretary of
Commerce after enactment of the Foreign Boycotts Act |
- of 1975 for the imposition of sanctions for violations of
section 4 (b) (2) of this Aot shall be made available for
public inspection and copying.”.
(b) Bection 7 (c) of the Act is amended by striking the
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word “No” at the beginning thereof and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: “Except as otherwise provided by
this Act, no”.

Bkc. 105. Section 10 (h) of the Act is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof a new paragraph (3) as follows:

“(3) Each such quarterly report shall also contain a
description of actions taken hy the President and the Secre-
tary of Commerce to effect the policy of section 3 (5) of this
Act.”.

SEC. 106. Section 11 of the Act is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following: “The term ‘domestic con-
cern’ a8 used in this Act shall include banks and other finan-
cial institutions, insurers, freight forwarders, and shipping
companies organized under the laws of the United States
or of any State or any political subdivision thereof.”.

TITLE I1-DISCLOSURE

SEc. 201. This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Domestic and
Foreign Investment Improved Disclosure Act of 1975”.

Sbe. 202. Section 13 (d) (1) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78m) is amended to read as
follows:

“(d) (1) Any person who, after acquiring directly or
indirectly the beneficial ov»;nership of any equity security of
a class which i3 registered pursuant to section 12 of this
title, or any equity security of an insurance company which

would heve been required 0 be so registered exocept for the

’
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exemption contained in section 12 (g) (2) (G) of this title,
or any equity security issued by a closed-end investient
company registered under the Investment Company Act of
1940, is directly or indirectly the beneficial owner of more
than 5 per centum of such class shall, within ten days after
such acquisition, send to the issuer of the security at its prin-
cipal executive office, by registered or certified mail, send to
each exchange where the security is traded, and file with the
Commission, a statement containing such of the following in-
formation, and such additional inforination, as the Commis-
sion, by rule, may prescribe as necessary or appropriate in
the public interest or for the protection of investors—

“(A) the background, identity, residence, and na-
tionality of, and the nature of such beneficial ownership
by, such person and all other persons by whom or on
whose behalf the purchases have been or are to be
effected;

“(B) the source and amount of the fun&; or other
consideration used or to be used in making the purchases,
and if any part of the purchase price or proposed pur-
chase price is represented or is to be represented by funds
or other consideration borrowed or otherwise obtained
for the purpose of acquiring, holding, or trading such
security, a description of the transaction and the names of

the parties thereto, except that where a soarce of funds is

74112 0-7 - 12
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a loan made in the ordinary course of husiness by a bank,
as defined in section 3 (a) (6) of this title, if the person
filing such statenmient so requests, the name of the hank
shall not be made available to the public;

“(C) if the purpose of the purchases or prospective
purchases is to acquire control of the business of the
issuer of the ~ecurities, any plans or propoéals which such
persons may uave to liquidate such issuer, to sell its
assets to or merge it with any other persons, or to make
any other major change in its business or corporate
structure ;

“(D) the number of shares of such security which
are beneficially owned, and the number of shares con-
cerning which there is a right to acquire, directly or
indirectly, by (i) such person, and (ii) by each asso-
ciate of such person, giving the background, identity,
residence, and nationality of each such associate; and

“(E) information as to any contracts, arrange-
ments, or understandings with any person with respect
to any securities of the issuer, including but not limited
to transfer of any of the securities, joint ventures, loan
or option arrangements, puts or calls, guaranties of loans,
guaranties against loss or guaranties of profits, division
of losses or profits, or the giving or withholding of

proxies, naming the persons with whom such contracts,
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arrangements, or understandings have been entered into,

and giving the details thersof.”.

SEC. 203. Section 14 of the Securities Exchange Act of
1934 (15 U.8.C. 78n) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(g) (1) (A) Every holder of record on one-tenth of 1
per centum of any security of a class described in section 13
(d) (1) of this title holding such security for the account of
another person shall file reports with the issuer of such secur-
ities in such form, at such times, and containing such infor-
mation with respect to the identity; residence, and national-
ity of the beneficial owncr of such securities as the Com-
mission, by rule, may prescribe.

“(B) Every person for whom a second person is hold-
ing one-tenth of 1 per centum of any security of a class
described in secti(in 13 (d) (1) of this title who, in turn, is
holding such securities for the account of a third person shall
file reports with such second person in such form, at such
times, and containing such information with respect to the

identity, residence, and nationality of the beneficial owner of

such securities as the Commission, by rule, may prescribe.

“(2) Every issuer of a security of a class described in
section 13 (d) (1) of this title shall maintain.in siich form as
the Commission, by rule, may prescribe a reasonably current

list of the identity, residence, and nationality of the bene-
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ficial owners of the securities of each such class. Every such
issuer shall file such list, or any specified part thereof, with
the Commission at such times as the Commission, by rule,
mey prescribe, but in no event shall such list or specified part
thereof be filed less frequently than annually or more fre-
quently than quarterly.

“(3) In exercising its authority under this subsection,
the Commission <hall determine (aud so state) that its action
is necessary or appropriate in the publie interest or for the
protection of investors.

“(4) For purposes of this subsection, a person is a
‘beneficial owner’ of a secnrity if he, directly or indirectly,
through any contract, airangement, understanding, or rela-
tionship (whether legal, economic, or otherwise) has or
shares the power to (A) direct the voting of such security,
or (B) sell, prevent sale, or otherwise dispose of the
security.”.

S8ec. 204. Section 21 (d) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78u) is amended by removing the
period at the end of the first sentence and inserting the follow-
ing: “together with such ancillary relief as such court may,
in its discretion, deem necessary or appropriate. In any action
to enjoin violations of, or to enforce compliance with, section
13 (d), 13(f) 14(d), or 14(g) of this title, and, without

iz any way limiting the discretian or authority of such court,
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the court may, in its discretion, on such terms and conditions
as it deems appropriate, grant ancillary relief providing for
(A) restrictions on transfers with appropriate notice to the
transfer agents registered for the securities, (B) revocation
or suspension, temporarily or permanently, of the right to
vote or control the vote of any securities with respect to
which the reporting requirements of such sections have heen
or are heing violated, (C) prohibtion of payment or im-
poundment of dividends on any such seeurities; or (D)
public sale of such securities with remittance of the proceeds
therefrom, less expenses, to the owners of record thercof.”.

8ec. 205. Bection 15(c) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 (15 U 8.C. 780 (c) ) is amended by inserting at
the end thereof the following new paragraph:

“(7) No broker, dealer, or bank shail, in contravention
of such rules as the Commission may prescribe as necessary
or appropriate in the public interest, for the proteetion of
investors, or otherwise in furtherance of the purposes of
this title, make use of the mailg, or any -.'eans or instrumen-
tality of interstate commerce, to effect any transaction in,
or to induce or attempt to induce the purchase or sale of,
any security of a class described in section 13 (d) (1) of this

title where such broker, dealer, or bank knew, or in the
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excrcise of reasonable care should have known, that informa-
tion with respect to any beneficial owner of such security
has not hecn filed with the issuer in accordance wi_tll section

14(g) of this title.”.
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s H, R. 13151

IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Arzn 9, 1976

Mr. Kocae (for himself and Mr. Scizue) intreduced the following bill; which:
was referred jointly to the Committees on International Ralat:om. and
Interstate and Forvign Commerce

To amend the Fxport Administration Act of 1969 to strengthen
the antiboycott provisions of such Act, to amend the Securi-

ties Exchange Act of 1934 to enhance investor disclosure
provisions of that Act, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and’ House of Representa-
tives of the Uniled States of America in Congress assembled,
TITLE I-FOREIGN BOYCOTTS

Sec. 101. This title may be cited as the “Foreign
Boycotts Act of 1976”.

8rc. 102. Section 3(5) of the Export Administration -
Act of 1969 (hereinafter in this title referred to as the

“Act”) is amended to read as follows:

© W 3 O & W W N

“(5) It is the policy of the United States (A) to oppose
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restrictive trade practiceé or boycotts fostered or imposed
by foreign countries against other countries friendly to the
United States or against any domestic concern, (B) to
prohibit domestic concerns engaged in the export of articles,
materials. supplies, or information from taking any action,
including the furnishing of information or the signing of
agreexhents, which bas the effect of furnishing or supporting
the restrictive trade practices or boycotts fostered or imposed
by any foreign country against another country friendly to
the United States or against any domestic concern, and (C)
to foster international cooperation and the development of

international rules and institutions to assiire reasonable access

‘to world supplies.”.

Sec. 103. (a) Section 4 (b) (1) of the Act is amended
by striking out the next to the last sentence.

(b) Section 4 (b) of the Act is amended by redesignat-
ing pa‘ragraphs (2) through (4) and any cross references
thereto as paragraphs (3) through (5), respectively, and
inserting after paragraph (1) a new paragraph (2) as
follows:

“(2) (A) Pursusnt t uch rules and regulations as he
may deem necessary and appropriate, the Secretary of Com-
merce shall implement the provisions of section 3 (5) of this

Act.
“(B) Such rules and regulations shall require :hat any
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domestic concern which receive a request for the furnishing
of information, the signing of agreements, or the taking of
sy other action referred to in section 3 (5) of this Act, shall
transmit to the Secretary of Commerce a report stating that
such request was received, together with such other informa-
tion concerning such request as the Secretary may require for
such action as he may deem appropriate for carrying out the
purposes of that section. Buch report shall also state whether
such concern intands to comply with such request. Any re-
port filed pursuant to this subparagraph after the enactment
of the Foreign Boycotts Act of 1975 shall be made svailable
promptly for public inspection and copying, and the Secre-
tary of Commerce shall transmit copies thereof to the Secre-
tary of State on a periodic basis for such action es the
Secretary of State, in consultation with the Secretary of
Commerce, may deem appropriate for carrying out the pur-
poses of section 3 (5) of this Act.

“(0) Rules and regulations implementing such provi-
sions shall also prohibit each domestic concern from (i)
furnlshing information regarding the race, religion, sex, or
national or'gin of that concern’s or of any. other domestic
concern’s, directors, officers, employess, or shareholders to or
for the use by any foreign éonntry, national, or agent thereof
where sach information is sought for the purpose of en-

forcing or implementing festrictive trade practices or boy-
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sokls againet & eountry friendly to the United States or
sgaingt sy domestio concern, (i) refusing ‘te do business
with any ether domestic voncern or person pursuamt to en
sgrestaent 'with, requirement of or a request from, er en
belaM of, any Soreign country, mational, or agent thereof
‘made or inpesed for the purpose of enforcing or implement-
hgmﬁivetude practices or boycotts against & country
friendly te the United States or against any domsestic com-
otru, or (i) refusing to do business with a ronntry friendly
¢o the Uaited States or national thereof pursuant to an agree-
ssemt with, requirement of, or request from, or on bebalf of,
say other foreign country, national, or agent thereof made
or iwmposed for the purpese of enforcing or implementing

- resttictive trede practices or boycotts against a ocoantry

friendly to the United States or against any domestic con-

cern. Any eivil ponalty imposed under this Act for a viola-

tion of rules or regulations issued under clause (ii) or (iil}

of the preceding sentence may be imposed only after notice

and opportemity for an agency hearing op the record in

secordance with s~ctirns 554 through 567 of title 5, United
Btates Oode.”.

8ro. 104. (a) Bection 6 (c) of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking out ‘“The head” and inserting in lieu

thereof “Ex-.apt as otherwise provided in the second sen-

~ tenoe of this subsection, the head”’; and
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(2) by adding at the end thereof the following:
““The head of any department or agency exercising any
functions under this Act, or any officer or employee of
such department or agency specifically designated by the
head thereof, may impose a civil penalty not to exceed
$10,000 for eash violation of section 4 (1) {2) of this
Act or of any rule or regulation issued thereunder, either
in addition to or in lieu of any other liability or penalty
which may be imposed. Any charging lettér or other
document initiating proceedings by the Secretary of
Commerce after enactraent of the Foreign Boycotts Act
of 1975 for the imposition of sanctions for violations of
section 4 (b) (2) of this Act shall be made available for
public inspection and copying.”. | _
(b) Beotion 7(c) of the Aet is amended by striking the
word “No” at the beginning thereof and inserting in liey
thereof the following: “Except as otherwise provided by
this Act, no”.
8mc, 105. Bection 10 (b) of the Act is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof a new paragraph (3) ac follows:
“(3) Each sach quarterly report shall also contain &
description of actions taken by the President and the Secre-

tary of Commerce to effect th:: policy of section 3 (5) of this
3 Act'”.

[
1

8ec. 106. Section 11 of the Act is amended by adding
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at the end thereof the following: “The term ‘domestic con-
cern’ as used in this Act shall include banks and other finan-
cial institations, insurers, freight forwarders, and shipping
companies organized under the laws of the United States
or of any State or any political subdi\iision thereof.”.
TXTLE II-DISCLOSURE

8xc. 201. This title may be cited as the “Domestic and
Foreign Investment Improved Disclosure Aot of 1975”.

8z0. 202. Bection 13 (d) (1) of fhe Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 (15 US.C. 78m) is amended to read as
follows:

“(d) (1) Any person who, after aoquiring directly or
indirectly the beneficial ownership of any equity security of
a class which is registered pursuant to section 12 of this
title, or any equity security of an insurance company which
would have been required to be so registered except for the
exemption oontained in section 12 (g) (2) (@) of this title,
or any equity security issued by a closed-end investment
company registered under the Investment Company Act of
1940, is directly or indirectly the beneficial owner of more
than 5 per centum of such class shall, within ten days after
such soquisition, send to the issuer of the security at its prin-
cipal executive office, by registered or certifind mail, send to
each exchange where the security is traded, and file with the
Commission, & statement containing such of the following
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"9 information, and such additional information, as the Com-

2 missien, by rule, may prescribe as nece«ary or appropriate

8 in the publio interest or for the protection of investors— .

4
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“(A) the background, identity, residence, and na-
tionality of, and the nature of such beneficial ownership
by, such person and all other persons by whom or on
whose behalf the purchases have been or are to be
effected ; 4 s

“(B) the source and amount of the funds or other
consideration used or to be used in making the purchases,
and if any pat of the purchase price or proposed pur-
chase price is represcuted or is to be represented by funds
or other consideration borrowed or otherwise obtained
for the purpose of aoquiring, holding, or trading sach
security, a description of the transaction and the names of
the parties thereto, exoei;t that where a source of funds is
# loan made in the ordinary course of business by a bank,
as defined in seciion 8 (a) (8) of this tile, if the person
filing such statement so requests, the name of the bank
shal! not be made available to the public;

“(C) if the purpose of the purchases or prospeotive
purchases. is to soquire control of the business of the

~ issuer of the securities, any plans or proposals which such
'persons may have to liquidate such issuer, to sell its

assets to or merge it with any other persons, or to make
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any other major change in its business or corporate
structure ;

“(D) the number «f shares of such security which
are beneficially owned, and the number of shares con-
cerning which there is a right to acqaire, directly er
indirectly, by (i) such person, and (ii) by each asso-
riate of such person, giving the background, identity,
residence, and nationality of each such associate; and

“(E) information a3 to any contracts, arrange-
ments, or understandings with any person with respeet

to any securities of the issaer, inoluding but not limited

“to transfer of any of the securities, joint vemtures, loan

or option arrangements, puts or calls, guaranties of loans,
guaranties against loss or guaranties of profits, divisien
of losses or profits, or the giving or withholding of
proxies, »>ming the persons with whom such contracts,
arrangements, or understandings have been entered. inte,
and giving the details thereaf.”.

Snc. 208. Section 14 of the Securities Exchange Act of

1934 (15 U.B.C. 78n) is amended by sdding at the end
thereof the following new subeection: i

“(g) (1) (A) Every holder of record on one-tenth of 1

g3 per centum of any security of & class described in section 13

a4 (d) (1) of this title holding such security for the account of

25 another person shall file reports with the isuer of such secu-
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rities in such form, at such times, and containing such infor-
mation with respect to the identity, residence, and national- '
ity of the beneficial owner of such securities as the
Commission, by rule, may prescribe.

‘“{B) Every person for whom a second person is hold-
ing one-tenth of 1 per centum of any MW of a class
described iu section 13 (d) (1) of this title who, m tarn, is
boldimg such secarities for the account of a third person shall
file reports with such second person in such form, at such
times, and containing such information with respect to the
identity, residence, and nationality of the beneficial owner of
suach securities as the Comminsion, by rule, may prescribe.

“(3) Every isuer of & security of a class described in
section 18 (d) (1) of this title shall mainiain in such form s
the Commission, by rule, may prescribe a reasonably curredt
list of the ideatity, residence, and nationalily of the bener
ficial owners of the securitius of each such class Every such
isswer shall file such list, or any specified part theéreof, with
ire Commission at such times as the Commission, by rule,
may prescribe, but in no event shall such list or specified
pert hereof be filed less froquently than annually or more
frequently than quarterly.

“(8) In exercising its authority under this rubsection,
the Commission shall determine’ (and so state) that its aetion
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18 necessary or appropriate in the public interest or for the
protection of investors.

‘““(4) For purposes of this subsection, & person is a
‘beneficial owner’ of a security if he, directly or indirectly,
through any contract, arrangement, understanding, or re-
lationship (whether legal, economic, or otherwise) has or
shares the power to (A) direct the voting of such secu-
rity, or {B) sell, prevent sale, or otherwise dispose of the
security.”,

S8EC. 204. Section 21(d) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 {15 U.B.C. 78u; is amended by removing the
period af the end of the first sentence and inserting the fol-
lowing: “together with such ancillary relief as such court
may, in its discretion, deem necessary or appropriate. In
any action to enjoin violations of, or to enforce compliance
with, section 13 (d), 13 (f), 14(d), or 14(g) of this tite,
and, without in any way limiting the discretion or authority
of such court, the court may, in its discretion, on such terms
and conditions as it deems appropriate, grant ancillary relief
providing for (A) restrictions on transfers with appropriate
notice to tbe transfer agents registered for the securities, (B)
revocation or suspension, temporarily or permanently, of the
right to vote or control the vote of any securities vith re-
spect to which the reporting requirements of such sections
have been or are being violated, (C) prohibition of payment



[} [ ] w (3 |

O W 9 o

10
11
12

13
14

- 15
16
17
18
19

185

11
or impoundment of dividends on any such securities; or (D)
public sale of such securities with remittance of the pro-
ceeds therefrom, less expenses, to the owners of record
thereof.”.

SEc. 205. Section 15(c) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 (15 U.B.C. 780 (c)) is amended by inserting
at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

“(7) No broker, dealer, or bank shall, in contravention
cf such rules as the Commission may prescribe as necessary
or appropriate in the public inierest, for the protection of
investors, or otherwise in furtherance of the purposes of
this title, make use of the mails, or any means or instrumen-
tality of interstate commerce, to effect any transaction in, or
to induce or attempt to induce the purchase or sale of, any
security of a class described in section 13 (d) (1) of this
title where such broker, dealer, or bank knew, or in the exer-
cise of reasonable care should have known, that information
with respect to any beneficial owner of such security has not
been filed with the issuer in accordance with section 14 (g)

of this title.”.

14172 0 - 74 - 13
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MORALITY IN U.8. POLICY

Mr. KocH. 1T would like to compliment the members of your com-
mittee for their work on this subject and my gond, close friend,
Congressman Rosenthal, for his masterful presentation. I say that
without hesitation. He laid out the facts in a brilliant starement, and
there is little that can be added in documentation to that which he
brought to the attention of the committee.

I would like to highlight some of the points previously raised, and
try to raise some other aspects apart from the facts which Congress-
man Rosenthal stated so brilliantly.

First, without going into the secondary boycott and the tertiarty
boycott, there is, Mr, Chairnian, a question of morality, not just legal-
ity, and the morality is this. One, with respect to the tertiary boycott,
shall we permit a foreign power to tell one American businessman that
he or she must discriminate against another American businessman?

That is intolerable. I think that we are beyond debating that;
there can’t be anyone in this Congress who would permit that.

With respect to the secondary boycott, I think we in Congress have
expressed ourselves, as has been pointed out under the prior Export
Administration Act, that we ought not to permit secondary boycotts.
Unfortunately, that is just a statement of policy.

The second Koch-Scheuer bill which T mentioned and other similar
legislation, including Congressman Rosenthal's amendment deal with
that aspect.

LETTER TO ARMFED SERVICES PROCUREMENT REGULATOR

Why is it essential that this committee deal with boycotts?

On April 9, T sent a letter to the Armed Services Procurement
Regulation (‘ommittee, chaired by Col. Ronald Obach, and I will
read just a paragraph from it. I said to him:

It has come to our at‘ention that Federal procurement funds have been
paid to companies violating the policy set forth in Section 3 of the Export
Administration Act, which declares it to be the policy of the United States—

And here I qnote:

“To oppose restrictive trade practices or boycotts fostered or imposed by
foreign conntries against other countries friendly to the United States.” As
members of the Congress of the United States, which has primary responsi-
billity under the Constitution for the expenditure of federal funds, we cannot
tolerate the award of government contracts and the payment ~* federal procure-
ment funds to companies that choose to violate the policy stated in Section 3
of the Export Adminictr-tion 3~ ave-tot'. K - h award of government
contracts and payment of such funds wowd directly promote the violation of
that policy. ’

That letter was signed by 64 Members of Congress, and an addi-

tionai 10 have subsequently signed a followup letter on the same
subject.

[The let «r referred to follows:]

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE >F REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D.C., April 9, 1976.
Col. RoNaLp M, OBaAcH,

Chairman, ASPR Committee, Pentagon,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Sm: It has come to our attention that federal procurement funds have
been paid to companies violating the policy set forth in Section 8 of the Export
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Administration Act which declares it to be the policy of the United States
“to oppose restrictive trade practices o1 boycotts fostered or imposed by foreign
countries against other countries friendly to the United States.” As Members
of the Congress of the United States, which has primary responsibility under
the Constitution for the expenditure of federal funds, we cannot tolerate the
award of government contracts and the payment of federal procurement funds
to companies thit choose to violate the policy stated in Section 3 of the Export
Administration Act, especially when the award of government contracts and
the payment of such funds would directly pr.mote the violation of that policy.

Any United States company that agrees to honor trade conditions which
have the effect of furthering or supporting restrictive trade practices or boy-
cotts against countries friendly to the United States is in direct violation of
important and express policies of the United States. Government contractors
are the recipients of important government henefits and have a special obligation
not to violate the state policies of this nation. The federal procurement statutes
expressly recognize that obligation, and require that government contracts be
awarded only to contractors who are “‘responsible.” 10 U.S.C. § 2305. The par-
ticipation of a United States government contractor, even passively, in efforts
by foreign nationals to effect boycotts against other foreign countries friendly
to the United States is, in our view, a clear misuse of the privileges and bhenefits
conferred upon government contractors. Sucb a contractor cannot be considered
“responsible,” as that term is used in the procurement statutes.

The award of contracts to such companies is also a clear abdication of gov-
ernment responsibility, The federal procurement statutes explicitly require that
government contract awards he made orly if it is determined that they are
“most advantageous to the United States” and “in the public Interest.” 10 U.8.C.
§ 2305. Those required determinations cannot be made with regard to contracts
awarded to companies which deliberately violate the national policy against
the boycott of friendly nations.

This government is committed by the Export Administration Act “to oppose”
efforts by foreign nationals to effect boycotts against other foreign countries
friendly to the United States, and “to encourage’” domestic companies “to refuse
to take any action’ which has the effect of furthering such boycotts. By award-
ing government contracts and paying federal procurement funds to a contractor
who has chosen to violate the nutionai policy against boycotts of friendly nations,
the government would fail to meet its express obligation of encouraging com-
pliance with that important national policy. More importantly, by providing
federal funding and assistance to such a contractor, the government would
directly encourage and support the violation of that policy. This it may not do.

Accordingly. we request that the procurement regulations be amended im-
mediately in the manner set ovt below to assure that United States government
expenditurey shall not be used in violation of the cleariy stated statutory policies
of this nation.

Addition~l provisions to the Armed Services Procurement Regulations:

§ 1-118.—Compliarcce 1with the Eaport Admin stration Act

(a) The Export Administration Act of 1969, 50 U.S.C. App. §2402 (5),
declares that: “It is the policy of the United States (A) to oppose restrictive
trade practices or boycotts fostered or imposed by foreign countries against
other countries friendly to the United Srates, and (B) to encourage and request
domestic concerns . .. to refuse to take any action, including the furnishing
of information or the signing of agreeme t<. which has the effect of furthering
or supporting the restrictive trade practici~ or hoycotts fostered or imposed by
any foreign country against another coun:ry frieniy to tle United States.”

{(b) To implement this policy of the United &tates, the clause in 7-103.30
shall be inclnded In (i) all invitations for bids, (ii) all requests for proposals,
and (iit) all contracts (incinding contracts result!ng from unsolicited proposals)

§ 7-103.80.—Certification of Compliance with Eaxport Adminisiration Act

In accordance with 1-116, the following clause shall be included in all in-
citations for bids, Yequests for proposals, and contracts:

“The contractor hereby certifies that it, and all of its ufiliates and subsidiarter,
shall refuse to coxaply with any request or demand to take any action, including
the furnishing of information or the making of agreements, in connection with
any business activities of such companies. which has th~ effect of furthering
or supporting restrictive trade practices or buycotts Zosiered or imposed by
any forelgn country against auother country friendly to the United States or
against any United States person, company, or organization. For breach or
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violation of this certification this contract may be cancelled, terminated or
suspended in whole or in part without liability to the Government, and the
contractor may be declared ineligible for further Government contracts.” '

The above provisions can be promulgated by your committee and are required
to clarify this Government's existing responsibility under the procurement
statutes to assure that federal procurement funds are not used to support
violations of express statutory policies of the United States.

Sincerely,

Epwarp 1. KocH,
(And 63 others).
RESPONSE TO LETTER

Mr. Kocn. T got a response, from the Office of Federal Procure-
ment Policy. and the response was a negative one. I will quote in part—

The so-called antiboycott provision—

referring to the public policy set forth in the Export Administration
Act—

was a 1985 amendment to the Export Control Act of 1949. That provision
was reenacted in the Export Administration Act of 1909 * * * It is our under-
standing that these amendments were made with the full knowledge of the
proc(;d‘nres used by the Department of Commerce to implement the antiboycott
_provision.

The Executive Branch view is that the present provisions of the Export Ad-
ministration Act encourage and request U.S. firms not to give information or
'zn agreements that further or support restrictive trade practices or boycotts,
but do not prohibit such actfon or make it illegal. Further, the Administration
belleves that the present provisions of the Act, taken together with the measures
announced in the November 20, 1975, statement of the President, including
action by the Department of Justice with respect to the possible violation of
U.8. antitrust laws stemming from restrictive trade practices by foreign
countries, are adequate, Therefore, we feel it is inappropriate to consider an
administrative regulation as proposed in your letter »f April 9th. particularly
since Congress i8 presently considering the continuation, termination or amend-

ment of the Export Administration Act prior to its expiration on September 20,
1976,

[ The letter referred to follows:]

Execttive OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,

Washington, D.C., May 26, 1976.
Hon. Epwarp I. KocH,

House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEear Mz, KocH: This is in response to your letter of April 9, 1976, to the
ASPR Committee regarding Section 3 of the Export Administration Act. The
Department of Defense has forwarded your letter to the Office of Federal Pro-
curement Policy (OFPP) because we have responsibility for procurement policy
applicable to all Federal agencies.

Section 3 of the Export Administration Act states:

“It {s the policy of the United States (A) to oppnse restrictive trade practices
or boycotts fostered or imposed by foreign countries against other countries
friendly to the United States, and (B) to encourage and request domestic con-
cerns engaged in the export of articles, materials, supplies, or information, to
refuse to take any action, incinding the furnishing of information or the sign-
ing of agreements, which has the effect of furthering or supporting the re-
strictlve trade practices or boycotts fostered or imposed by any foreign
country against another country friendly to the United States.” (FEmphasis
added.

'l‘ho).im‘—onlled antiboveott provision was a 1965 amendment to the Export
Control Act of 1%40. That provision was reenacted in the Export Administra-
tion Act of 1989 (Publlc Law 91-184). The act was amended again, each time
after consideration by Congress, in August 1972 (Public Law 92-412), and
October 1974 (Public Law 93-500). It ig our understanding that these amend-
ments were made with full knowledge of the procedures used by the Department
of Commerce to implement the antiboycott provision.
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The executive branch view is that the present provisions of the Export Ad-
ministration Act encourage and request U.S, firms not to give informatfon or
sign agreements that furthe. : ' support restrictive trade practices or boycotts
Lut do not prohibit such action or make it illegal. Further, the Administration
believes that the present provisions of the Act, taken together with the measures
announced in the November 20, 1975, statement by the President (including
action by the Department of Justice with respect to possible violations of U.8.
antitrust laws stemming from restrictive trade practices by foreign countries),
are adequate. Therefore, we feel it is inappropriate to consider an administra-
tive regulation as proposed in your letter of April 9, particularly since CCongress
is presently considering the continuation, termination or amendment of the Ex-

port Administration Act prior to its expiration on September 20, 1976.
Sincerely,

HueH E. Witt, Administrator,

Mr. KocH. So here is a Federal agency in the Executive Office
of the President that says it isn’t going to do anything because it
wants the Congress to make that decision, and that is why it is so
essential that this committee act.

DISCLOSURE

Now let me comment on something that my good friend Steve
Solarz mentioned with respect to disclosure.

The fifth amendment does not apply to corporations. They cannot
hide behind the fifth amendment, if the Congress requires them to
disclose their boycott intentions. Second, with respect to the same
point brought out by my good friend Jonathan Bingham: it is not
enough to prohibit complicity with the boycott; you have to police,
and the way you police 1t is through the self-enforcement mechanism
of the reporting requirement.

It may be that companies are going to violate the law. Who is
going to know, unless they have to file public reports? And that is
why disclosure in my judgment is important.

MORALITY IN U.8. POLICY

Let me get back to the question of morality. There are those who
will sav: “Won't it affect business?” And maybe it will. Congressman
Rosenthal touched upon that. T suspect it will ultimately affect busi-
ness, but is that prime consideration ?

I sugrgest that no one can take the point of view that business comes
ahead of morality.

There are those who defended the Lockheed bribes by saying we
couldn't do business unless we paid bribes, This country says “No;
that isn't true.” And even if it were true, we are not going to allow
von to pay bribes, and T suspect that Lockheed and others that paid
bribes are sorry today that they did. They will not, hopefully. pay
bribes in the future, and their business will not be impeded.

There are also those who say vou can’t put restrictions on the sale
of arms, such as the proposed $9 billion restriction. They say we are
going to sell $20 billion of arms, we are going to sell whatever we can
sell. But there are others who say, no. there is a moral question. We
can put limitson the sale of arms abroad. )

I simply put that in the context of this boycott legislation, We can
cay to American businessmen, “You will not discriminate against
another American businessman, and yvou will not discriminate as a
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result of the extortion of a foreign power against a country friendly
tous.”

I know, Mr. Chairman, that this committee will arrive at the ap-
propriate language and it is going to be an amalgam. I hope it is
called the Morgan amendment, because I want to pay homage to you,
Mr. Chairman, for all that you have done in prohibiting discrimina-
tion and assisting the democracies in this world. including Israel.

I know that this committee is going to put morality ahead of busi-
ness and ahead of the procedural impediments that are cited by the
administration. The administration said, as it has on soc many occa-
sions, “Trust us,” and then they came up with a regulation that was
flimflam, it didn’t prohibit the boycott. It put a nice coating on the
problem, but it didn’t prohibit the boycott, and what I am saying is .
this: Whatever regulations the administration adopts have to be en-
larged upon and made part of the law, I urge this committee to report
the strongest possible amendment.

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

The first bill to which T referred today simply tracks the Steven-
son bill. T had the pleasure and privilege with Cz’)ngressman Scheuer
of being the initiating sponsor on the House side. .

The second Koch-Scheuer bill deals with the secondary boycott as
well, and I would urge you to adopt legislation on the problem, be-
cause it is moral to do so.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Koch follows:]

PRePARED STATEMENT oF HoN. Epwarp I. Koc.1, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CoONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NL.w YORK

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to address the House Committee
on International Relations to discuss legislation designed to prohibit American
companies from participating in the Arab economic boycott of Israel or other
countries friendly to the United States. :

The economlic boycott of Israel, as the Committee knows, has paralleled the
tragic chain of events that has marked the history of the Middle East since
148, The Arah nations have not only refused to make peace with Israel and
recognize her legitimacy as a nation, but have also continually attempted to
fsolate Israel economically and politically. Ostensibly the Arab bhelligerents
organized the economic boycott of Israel as part of a political and economic
campalgn agalnst Israel, but in fact the hoycott goes heyond the steps belliger-
ent natlons have traditionally invoked as economic sanctions: the boycott has
become a continuinz attempt by Arab nations to involve domestic American
companies in conspiracies and hoycotts against other American companies. This
nation must not allow a foreign nation or group of nations to demand that one
American company or individual direriminate against another.

Some have pointed to our own boycott of other nations, in particular Cuba
and North Vietnam, as precedent for the hoycott of one country by another. Yet
these American economic boyeotts have never attempted the sweeping and far-
reaching restrictions attempted by the Arabs in their hoveott of Israel.

To my knowledge, the American hoycott of Cuba and North Vietham has not

attemnted to nrevent comparnies. locatéd in other nations from trading with
© countries the United States does not trade with. In the case of Cuba, foreign
suhsidiaries of American companies have even heen allowed to trade with Cuba.
We have not attempted to prevent companies located abroad from trading with
the United States simplv hecause they trade with North Vietnam or Cuba. The
Arab hoyeott goes far hevond the recognized, traditional rights of a belligerent
nation to cut off trade with its enemy.



101

Statements of policy against economic boycotts and reafirmations of the law
on racial and religious discrimination will not end the immoral “tertiary” and
“secondary” economic boycotts of American companies imposed by foreign
governments. .

As you know, the boycott of Israel has involved three levels of economic coer-
clon: a primary boycott in which Arab nations refuse to permit direct trade with
and actually “backlist” companies who have plants in joint ventures in, or
trade with Israel, or who are determined by the Arabs to have “Zionist” lean-
ings ; and most insidious and far reaching of all, the tertiary boycott: a refusal
to trade with third-party firms whose only “fault” is that they trade with black-
listed companies. I find all of these boycotts morally offensive, because I be-
lleve in the legitimacy of the State of Israel and the desirability of extensive,
free trading among all parties in the Middle East, and more importantly because
we should not permit a foreign country to require one U.8. citizen to discriminate
against another. .

Recognizing that a state of war exists between Israel and the Arab nations,
what actions will the United States tolerate as legitimate for one belligerent to
use against another? The United States must not acquiesce to requirements that
it discriminate among its own citizens, and that is why I find both the secondary
and tertiary boycotts equally reprehensible.

Along with Congressman James Scheuer, I have proposed H.R. 11463, legis-
lation which would forbid American companies from boycotting another Ameri-
can company in response to an Arab boycott request. The bill is the House ver-
slon of 8. 953, the Stevenson-Williams bill, and has been cosponsored by 76
Members of the House, H.R. 114638 would require that all boycott requests be
reported to the Department of Commerce, along with a statement by the com-
pany whether it intended to comply with the request. Such reports would also be
available for public inspection. American companies would also be prohibited
from furnishing information to any foreign country or its agent regarding the
race, religion, sex, or national origin of any domestic company’s employees, di-
rectors, or shareholders, where the information is sought to enforce a boycott
against a country friendly to the United States,

Congressman Scheuer and I have also introduced H.R. 13161, which explicitly
outlaws the secondary boycott as well as dealing with the problems outlined
above, and I recommend that the Committee adopt language which explicitly
prohibits the secondary boycott.

I am pleased that the Senate Committee on Banking has favorably reported
8. 8583, the counterpart of H.R. 11463, and that it has been incorporated as part
of 8. 3084, the Export Administration Act. I hope this Committee acts in its
amendments to the Export Administration Act to prohibit both secondary and
tertiary boycotts.

I helieve this legislation is a very moderate step in demonstrating the commit-
ment of the United States to fair dealing for all its citizens as well as our oppo-
sition to the involvement of American companies in activities harmful to any
nation friendly to the United States, The economic boycott has been used to
discriminate aganinst companies which ostensibly have economic interests in
Israel, but there have heen repeated indications that the boycott has racial and
religious overtones as well as the political objectives described by the Arabs.
Companies may be blacklisted for any number of reasons, stated or unstated, and
the suspiclon remains that “Zionist sympathies” or the ethnic background of a
company’s management have much to do with blacklisting of a company.

There are those who say that this legislation is unnecessary, hecause quiet
diplomacy and the existing law are adequate. I disagree. Both H.R. 11463 and
H.R. 13151 would clarify and reinforce the law, regulations, and policy of the
United States, ro that any ambicuity about United States’ policy will be removed.

I commend the President’s order of November 20, 1975, direeting the Secretary
of Commerce to amend the Export regulations to prohibit U.8. exporters from
answering or complying with hoyeott requests which would cause discrimination
against U.8. citizens on the basis of race, religion, sex, or natural origin. H.R.
11463 would provide explicit authority for this action, and would also require
a company to refuse tn provide information about race, religion, sex. or national-
ity which conld be used for boycott purposes.

The explicit reaquirement of the reporting of boycott requests has also heen
adopted by regul~tion. HLR. 11483 wonld make this a statutory requirement and
also provides for public disclosure. The public is entitled to know whether

’
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American companies are complying with boycott requests. Since the Commerce
Department began in October 1975 to require American firms to declare whether
they were complying with the boycott, we have learned that over 90 percent of
the U.S. sales destined for Arab countries have been in compliance with boycott
requests. This information was compiled from Department of Commerce docu-
ments by Congressman John E, Moss' Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Comumerce, and I urge the
Committee to solicit his views on the Commerce Department’s adirinistration of
the present Export Administration Act. )

American hanks are also complying with boycott restrictions, according tc
testimony presented to (Congressman Rosenthal's Subcommittee of Gover~wment
Operations on Tuesday. Under present law, the banks need only report their
compliance with the boycott and are not forbidden from participating, and 1
agree with Congressman Rosenthal that legislation is needed tv end the banks'
complicity in the hoycott,

The administration has also argued that the antitrust laws are adequate to
prevent refusuls by one American company to «eal with another and have cited
their recent antitrust complaint in United Siates v. Bechtel Aside from the
inherent difficulties of infrequent and lengthy antitrust litigation, substantial
doubts exist among antitrust lawyers that the government will prevail in Bechtel
on the antitrust theory. Among other problems, because Bechicl can argue that
fts acts are the result of foreign compulsion, its liability is in question. Further-
more, a conspiracy among two companies to withhold business from a third is
quite different from a requirement imposed by a country on a company. In the
latter =ituation, the motives of the parties are not purely economic, and we should
recognize that the antitrust laws were not designed to answer restraints imposed
for reasons of international politics. The leglsiation we propose would clear up
a very nnrky area of law and obviate the need for extended litigation of doubt-
ful vutcome. It would simply make illegal the hoycott of one American company
hy another, in response to a foreign government's demand.

The United States needs a clear, national policy on boycotts. T want also to
mention one paitochial concern. Rome states, including New York State, have
made complance with the boyeott illegal. Because of New York State's action,
business formerly originating at the Port of New York is now being diverted to
other ports. Without a national policy against economic boycotts, those states
who take a strong stand to protect the rights of their citizens will be penalized
economically. This result may be viewed well in A1ah capitals, but it cannot be
tolerated here. I urge the Committee to adopt a strong amendment to the Export
Administration Act to deal with boycotts and 1 commmend H.R. 11463 and H.R.
13151 for your consideration.

Chairman Morca~. Thank you.

Mr. Bingham.
DISCLOSURE

Mr. Bixanmam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Bocause we have another
vote I won’t take any time in questions.

I think we ure going to have to look further at this question of the
fifth amendment aspect of the disclosure requirement, Certainly it
doesn’t apply to any disclosure of requests for information but whether
it applies to disclosure of compliance with boycott procedures, that
troubles me somewhat.

I'think the gentleman has made a very forceful statement and T want
to commend him for it and for his leadership in this field,

Chairman Moraax. Mr. Rosenthal.

Mr. Rosextiiar. T want to commend my colleague from New York
for his customary first-rate statement. Tt is a pleasure to see him before
the committee.

Chairman Moraay. We will take another 10-minute recess.

[A brief recess was taken.]

Chairman Morea~. The committee will please come to order.
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Our next witnesses will be a panel representing three private gronps.
The panel is composed of Mr. Hyman, representing the American
Jewish Committee; Will Maslow, representing the American Jewish
Congress, and Seymour Graubard, representing the Anti-Defamation
League of B'nai B’rith. )

You have some other guests with you, Mr. Brody, of course, is
known by every member of the committee,

Mr. Hyman, we are going to let you leadoft.

STATEMENT OF LESTER 8. HYMAN, CHAIRMAN, ENERGY COM-
MITTEE OF THE WASHINGTON CHAPTER OF THE AMERICAN
JEWISH COMMITTEE

Mr. Hymaw, Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Lester S.
Hyman, and I am a member of the executive board and chairman of
the energy committec of the Washington chapter of the American
Jewish Committee. i

I am accompanied this morning by Mr. Samuel Rabmove, who is
legal director of the American Jewish Committee, and Hyman Book-
binder, Washington representative of the American Jewish Committee.

I am very grateful, Mr. Chairman, for this invitation and oppor-
tunity to offer the views of the American Jewish Committee to your
committee, and its inquiry into the effects of the Arab boycott and
related discriminatory practices on the activities of individuals and
institutions within the United States.

I would like to make a brief statement which will take no more than
10 minutes.

IMPACT OF THE BOYCOTT

The American Jewish Committee, founded in 1960 to protect the
civil and religious rights of Jews, hasalways helieved that the freedom
and security of American Jews are inseparably linked with the free-
dom and security of Americans of all faiths and races, Hence, we do
not view the ongoing Arab economic warfare against Israel and
against all those who choose to deal with that country as a Jewish
issue, but rather as both an actual and a potential threat to a}} Ameri-
cans. Indeed, the Arabs have made “no bones” about the purpose and
scope of their campaign. Tt is designed to cripple any company which
has the temeritv to do business with Israel and which the Arabs select
as a target. Miles Laboratories, for example, a large non-Jewish
pharmaceutical company, has heen blacklisted by the Arab League
for the past 11 years, though it has managed to prosper nevertheless.

Let it be said at the outset that the American Jewish Committee has
no obijections whatever to normal trade and commerce between Ameri-
can and Arab companies, or to Arab investment in the United States.
But the boycott is a moral ontrage. We do object most strenuously to
the blatant attempts by the Arab nations to impose their fanatical
policv. clearlv intended to stranele Israel economically, on American
companies and. a fortiori. to the capitulation by many American com-
panies to Arab demands. In the words of the Washington Post editorial
(Januarv 26, 1975) : “American participation in the boycott * * * is
a standing reproof to the values of the 'Bnited States.”
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ANTIBOYCOTT ACTION BY CHRISTIAN GROUPS

That Arab economic warfare is not of concern solely to American
Jews is underscored by a recent action of a consortium of American
Christian groups. The Forum for Investment Responsibility, an as-
sociation of New York churches, seminaries, and judicatories, con-
cerned with the responsible use of church financial resources, addressed

the chief executive officers of 90 corporations and leading law and
accounting firms, They wrote :

As Churchpeople, investors, and fiduciaries, we believe that such practices
(boycott and anti-Jewish discrimination) are not only morally reprehensible
but substitute short-term economie gain for the company’s long term strength.
It is very difficult for a firm to ignore fundamental human values by practicing
discrimination and still serve the best interest of its shareholders. We feel that
those of us in the business community should be alert to the possibility of anti-
Semitic practices creeping into the hiring and advancement of personnel as well
as Into the intraoffice relationships of staff employees. We would appreciate
your assurance that such practices do not occur in your firm. This will strengthen
our confidence in the practice of your corporation and serve as an example to
other firms which engage in anti-Semitic practices.

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF ANTIBOYCOTT MEASURES

Yot we often hear it said these days that we must not antagonize
the Arabs by resisting their hoycott or discrimination demands; that
if the United States were foolhardy enough to say “1.0” to them on this
issue, they would surely take their burgeoning petrodollars elsewhere,
to our very substantial detriment, The facts, however, do not bear out
these apprehensions.

The Arabs are testing the will of the United States, we believe, and,
if they were to encounter a solid front of legal and moral resistance to
their diseriminatory restrictions. in all probability they would back
down because they badly need what the United States has to offer—
weapons, food, technology, educational. and medical assistance, et
cetera—and they cannot get these elsewhere, at least not of the quality
they seek. and they well know this. As noted by Walter Guzzardi in an

article, “That Curious Bearer on the Arabs’ Frontiers,” Fortune,
July 1975:

The Arabs are eager for economic development and many companies already
established In Arab lands are contributing to that goal. To expel them in the
name of the hoycott would be to defeat the Arahs’ own larger purposes. So ex-
ceptions galore: Hilton International operates hotels (n Kuwait, Egypt, and Abu
Dhabi—and in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. IBM has p.ants in three Arab countries
and in Israel ; Olivetti has agents in twelve Arab nations as well as Israel.

Just 9 days ago the Wall Street Journal. a publication not usually
noted for its sentimentality, editorialized as follows:

Arab governments should be told that American businessmen will not be
allowed to do the work of enforcing the boycott, either by discriminating against
Jewish personnel or by refusing to deal with other companies solely because of
connections with Israel. Arab economic officials are no fools; they prefer Ameri-
can technology, they have already built large American cortracts into their
development plans, and they are not going to disrupt their progress in a futile
attempt to warp our traditions,

U.8. SOVEREIGNTY

Business realities aside, there is an even more compelling reason
why the United States should tonghen its stand against the Arab boy-
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cott. This reason, as Congressman Koch so eloquently testified, is a
matter of basic principle. Why, after all, should U.S. national policy
of opposing boycotts imposed by foreign countries against countries
friendly to the United States, as set forth in the Export Administra-
tion Act, have to “play second fiddle” in the orchestra of a U.S. cor-
poration to the national policy of any foreign government ? Clearly,
the business done by American companies with the Arab nations is of
benefit to those nations, as well as to the United States.

As expressed by Prof. Lawrence Velvel, a specialist in antitrust law

at Catholic University Law School, in the Wall Street Journal of
January 27, 1976 :

It American jurisdiction were not to prevail when American boycotters have
wreaked harm on our domestic or foreign commerce, then the United States will
have relinquished a significant sovereign right: The right to prescribe the rules
under which its citizens conduct American businesses.

IMPACT OF STATE ANTIBOYCOTT LAWS

Although antibyocott laws have recently been enacted in Illinois.

New York, and Maryland, and several other States have been consider-

‘ing similar legislation, resistance to such measures on the State level
has been growing. The chief reason for this opposition is that the
States which impose such restrictions may find themselves economi-
cally disadvantaged in relation to States which elect to tolerate boycott
practices..

A far better remedy would be Federal antiboycott legislation which
we are here to support today.

For example, New York State transportaticn commissioner Ray-
mond Schuler delcared last April at a public hearing, “This is a na-
finn?’l issue and should be addressed in the framework of a national
aw.

In this connection. I would like to cite «n experience from my own
law practice where a client was asked to participate indirectly in a
boycott so long as the action requested of them was not prohibited by

“law. They were giving serious consideration to compliance, But when
we came up with a State law that expressly forbade the particular
conduct being contemplated, my client was delighted. They went to
the country imposing the boycott and said: “Our hands are tied; we
have no choice; this is Jaw; and we must obey it.” The boycotter re-
spected this view and my client is still doing husiness with them.

FEDERAL ANTIBOYCOTT MEASURES

So we suggest that American business will really be aided by a
Federal antiboycott law.

On February 6, the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs reported favorably on S. 953 to strengthen the antiboy-
cott provisions of the Export Administration Act, in part, as follows:

The Committee recognizes that the Arab states regard their boycott efforts as
part of thelr continuing struggle against Israel. The Committee also recognizes
that the use of economic measures as a weapon in the Middle East struggle is
likely to continue until there is a permanent political settlement. The Committee
is aware that primary boycotts are & common, although regrettable, form of in-
ternational conflict and that there are severe limitations on the ability to out-
side parties to bring such boycotts to an end. However, the Committee strongly
believes that the United States should not acqulesce in attempts by foreign gov-
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ernments through secondary and territory boycotts to embroil American citizens
in their battles against others by forcing them to participate in actions which
are repugnant to American values and traditions.

That sums it up most eloquently. The American Jewish Committee
concurs. We therefore urge the enactment of comprehensive Federal
legislation to I{H‘Ohibit compliance by American firms which are black-
listed by the Arabs. We urge favorable consideration of S. 953 and the
House counterpart, H.R. 11463, and of the strengthening amendments
offered by Representative Ben Rosenthal of New York.

We also recognize the excellent legislation that has been proposed
by Congressman Bingham, H.R. 4967, and some of the other ap-
proaches such as that described by Congressman Drinan this morning.

We are most appreciative to all of these Members of Congress for
their legislative initiatives, all of which we now feel have hopefully
contributed to final and constructive congressional action.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Mr. Hyman’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LESTER S. HYMAN, CHAIRMAN, ENERGY COMMITTEE
OF THE WASBHINGTON CHAPTER OF THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

My name is Lester S. Hyman, and I am a member of the Executive Board and
Chairman of the Energy Committee of the Washington Chapter of the American
Jewish Committee. I am very grateful, Mr. Chafrm~- for this invitation and
opportunity to offer the views of the American Jewisu Committee to your Com-
mittee and its inquiry into the effects of the Arab boycott and related diserim-
inatory practices on the activities of individuals and institutions within the
United States.

The American Jewish Committee, founded in 1908 to protect the civil and
religious rights of Jews, has always believed that the freedom and security of
American Jews are inseparably linked with the freedom and security of Ameri-
cans of all faiths and races. Hence, we do not view the ongolng Arab economic
warfare against Israel and against all those who choose to deal with that coun-
try as a Jewish {ssue, but rather as both an actual and a potential threat to all
Americans, Indeed, the Arabs have made no bones about the purpose and scope
of their campaign. If is designed to cripple any company which has the temerity
to do business with Israel and which the Arabs select as a target. Miles Lab-
oratorles, for example, a large non-Jewish pharmaceutical company, has been
blacklisted by the Arab League for the past eleven years, though it has managed
to prosper nevertheless.

Let it be rald at the ontaei that the American Jewish Committee has no ob-
jections whatever to normal trade and commerce hetween American and Arab
companies or to Arab investment in the United States, But the boycott is 2 moral
outrage. We do object most strenuously to the blatant attempts by the Arab na-
tions to impnse thelr fanatical policy, clearly intended to strangle Israel econom-
ically, on American companies and, a fortiori, to the capitulation by many
American companies to Arab demands. In the wordg of the Washington PPost
editorial (January 26, 1976), ‘‘American participation in the boycott . . . is a
standing reproof to the values of the United States.”

That Arab economic warfare is not of concern solely to American Jews is
underscored by a recent action of a consortium of American Christian groups.
The Forum for Investment Responsibility, an association of New York churches,
seminaries, and judicatories concerned with the responsible use of Church
financial resources, addressed the chief executive officers of ninety corporations
and leading law and accounting firms. ‘*As Churchpeople, investors, and flduci-
aries,” they wrote, “we believe that such practices (boycott and anti-Jewish
discrimination) are not only morally reprehensible but substitute short-term
economic gain for the company's long term strength. It is very difficuit for a
firm to ignore fundamental human values by practicing diserimination and still
serve the hest interest of its shareholders. We feel that those of us in the busi-
ness community should be alert to the possibility of anti-Semitic practices creep-
ing into the hiring and advancement of personnel as well as into the intracffice



197

relationships of staff employees. We would appreciate your assurance that such
practices do not occur in your firm. This will strengthen our confidence in the
practice of your corporation and serve as an example to other firms which engage
in anti-Semitic practices.” '

Yet we often hear it sald these days that we must not antagonize the Arabs
by resisting their boycott or discrimination demands, that if the United States
were foolhardy enough to say *no” to them on this issue, they would surely take
their burgeoning petro-dollars elsewhere, to our very substantial detriment. The
facts, however, do not bear out these apprehensions.

The Arabs are testing the will of the United States, we believe, and, if they
were to encounter a solid front of legal and moral resistance to their diserim-
inatory restrictions, in all probabflity they would back down because they badly
need what the United States has to offer—weapons, food, technology, educational
and medical assistance, etc.—and they cannot get these elsewhere, at least not of
the quality they seek, and they well know this. As noted by Walter Guzzardi in
111375artlcle, “That Curious Bearer On The Arabs’ Frontiers,” Fortune (July

):

“The Arabs are eager for economic development and many companies already
established in Arab lands are contributing to that goal. To expel them in the
name of the boycott would be to defeat the Arahs’ own larger purposes. So ex-
ceptions galore : Hilton International operates hotels in Kuwait, Egypt, and Abu
Dhabi—and in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. IBM has plants in three Arab countries
and in Israel; Olivetti has agents in twelve Arab nations as well as Israel.”

In a document published last August by Mitchell, Hutchins Inc.,, a widely
respected investment banking and management company, entitled “OPEC Ex-
penditures: Size, Timing, Nature and Beneficiaries,” the following assessment
appears: .

“Despite anti-American sentiments in some of the Near and Middle East coun-
tries through the past decade and sharp Japanese and European competition,
there is a marked preference for American products. United States products are
often the stcndard by which all other industrial machinery, transport equipment
and consumer durable goods are evaluated.”

Just nine days ago the Wall Street Journal, a publication not usually noted for
its sentimentality, editorialized as follows:

“Arab governments should be told that American businessmen will not be
allowed to do the work of enforcing the boycott, either by discriminating against
Jewish personally or by refusing to deal with other companies solely becaase of
connections with Israel. Arab economic officials are no fools; they prefer Amer-
ican technology, they have already built large American contracts into their
development plans, and they are not going to disrupt their progress in a futile
attempt to warp our traditions.”

Business realities aside, there is an even more compelling reason why the
United States should toughen its stand against the Arab boycott. This reason,
{s a matter of basic principle. Why, after all, should U.S. national policy of
opposing boycotts imposed by foreign countries against countries friendiy to
the U.8,, as set forth in the Export Administration Act, have to “play second
fiddle” in the orchestra of a UU.8. corporation to the national policy of any foreign
government? Clearly, the business done by American companies with the Arab
nations I8 of benefit to those nations, as well as to the United States.

As expressed by Professor Lawrence Velvel, a specialist in anti-trust law at
Catholic University Law School, in the Wall Street Journal of January 27, 1976

“If American jurisdiction were not to prevail when American boycotters have
wreaked harm on our domestic or foreign commerce, then the U.8. will have
relinguished a significant sovereign right: the right to prescribe the riles nnder
which its citizens conduct American businesses.”

Although antl-boycott Jaws have recently been enacted in Illinois, New York
and Marylaud, and several other states have been considering similar legisla-
tion, resistance to sttch measures on the state level has been growing. The chief
reason for this opposition ix that the states which impose such restrictions may
find themselves economically disadvantaged in relation to states which elect to
tolerate boycott practices. A far better remedy, of course, would be Federal anti-
boycott legislation. For example, New York state transportation commissioner
Raymond Schuler declared last April at a public hearing, ‘*“This is a national issue
and should be addressed in the framework of a national law.,” His view was
echoed subsequently by James R. Kelly, Director of the World Trade Division of
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the Delaware River Port Authority, who said that he favored tight Federal
legislation against trade discrimination such as the Arab boycott, as well as by
Maryland Port Adminiscrator Joseph L. Stanton, who has actively urged support
for a Federal anti-boycott law.

On February 6th the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs reported favorably on 8. 953 to strengthen the anti-boycott provisions of
the Export Administration Act, in part, as follows:

The Committee recognizes that the Arab states regard their boycott efforts
as part of their continuing struggle against Israel, The Committee also recognizes
that the use of economic measures as a weapon in the Middle Fast struggle 18
likely to continue until there 18 a permanent political settlement. The Committee
is aware that primary boycotts are a common, although regrcttable, form of
international conflict and that there are severe limitations on the ability of out-
side parties to bring such boycotts to an end. However, the Committee strongly
believes that the United States should not acquiesce in attempts by foreign gov-
ernments through secondary and tertiary boycotts to embroil American citizens
in their battles against others by foreing them to participate in actions which are
repugnant to American values and traditions.”

That sums it up most eloquently. The American Jewish Committee concurs. We
therefore urge the enactment of comprehensive Federal legislation to prohibit
compliance by American firms with Arab demands to boycott Israel as well as
other American firms which are blacklisted by the Arabs. We urge favorable
consideration of 8. 953 and of the strengthening amendments offered by Repre-
sentative Ben Rosenthal of New York. We take this opportnnity, furthermore, to
express our appreciation to other members of the Congress for their respective
legislative initiatives which we now feel hopeful will have contributed to final
Congressional action.

Chairman Morgan. Thank you.
Mr. Maslow.

STATEMERT OF WILLIAM MASLOW, GENERAL COUNSEL,
AMERICAN JEWISH CONGRESS

Mr. Mascow. With your permission I would like to .ile a copy of
my testimony and instead focus on some of the issues which seem of
concern to the committee members present.

Chairman Mokcax. Without objection it is so ordered.

DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS TO END THE BOYCOTT

Mr. Mastow. T want to address myself first to the question of the
efficacy of diplomatic efforts. I have read Secretary Simon’s statements
and had the pleasure of a conference with him months ago on this
problem. '

Now the administration has been engaged in these diplomatic efforts
at least since 1965 and the result has been a dismal failure. It would
not be bad if they really tried but far from trying we see disingenuous
approaches,

When Secretary Simon says on page 10 of his statement that he had
conversations with leaders of \rab Governments. including Saudi
Arabia, and had a meeting v.ith the United States-Saudi Arabian
Joint Commission, and the Saudi Arabian Government disavowed any
racial or religious discrimination, he is misleading the Amercan
public, because Saudi Arabia has not abandoned a policy of denying
visas to Jews. Neither has Kuwait abandoned such a policy.

And if that is a measure of the Secretary’s diplomatic efforts we
are not going to get very far in enforcing the basic policy of our
statute.
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I am sorry to say that other departments of our Government have
been equally ineffective in pursuing these displomatic efforts.

ANTI-JEWISH ASPECT OF THE BOYCOTT

The Commerce Department had spent its time in attempting to
influence the Congress against any extension at all of the boycott
provisions, arguing again disingenuously, that the Arab boycott is a
political act. The Arab boycott is much more than a political pro-
gram, It is also a program which is aimed at what the boycott regula-
tions call Zionist <= -: urters and which turn out in the last analysis
to he Jews,

When Kuwait in February 1975 refused to be partners in a European
banking syndicate, because of the participation of Lazard Freres and
Rothschild Co.. they were not refusing because these banking houses
are Zionist supporters. They refused to participate because they were
Jews.

When the Department of Commerce tells us that there is no anti-
Jewish motivation in the boycott, all T can do is refer you to Business
International, a well-Lnown business consulting firm which publishes
material on business prospects in the Middle East. I am reading from
their April 1975 report entitled “Business Prospect in the Middle
East”, in which they give a checklist of the boycott rules, and item
No. 10 is “indulge in Zionist activities.”

We know how difficult it is for Arab lands to distinguish between
Zonism and racism. It is equally difficult for them to distinguish
between Zionists and Jews.

CERTIFICATION OF GOODS

One of the questions asked, T think by Congressman Solarz, was
whether or not American companies are issuing certificates not only
about the origin of the goods or the vessels upon which they are car-
ried, but also whether or not they are issuing certificates reciting in
effect that they are not dealing with blacklisted suppliers.

I may be able to give you some personal knowledge about this prob-
lem. My information derives irom a project which my organization,
the American Jewish Congress, initiated about 6 months ago in which
we submitted a sharcholder resolution dealing with the Arab boy-
cott on behalf of shareholders to 140 major American companies, com-
panies whose names are household words, Exxon, Texaco, General
Motors, et cetera. In the course of those negotiations, 1 had the oppor-
tunity to sit face to face with top management to discuss the anatomy
of the boycott, A short answer, therefore, to Congressman Solarz is
that the certifications dealing with blacklisted vessels are widespread.
Not only are they widespread, but when we asked the companies to
desist from such practices they refused.

They said if we abandon these certifications the Arab companies
will only turn to our competitors.

The only way we can deal with such a problem is by an American
law which would prevent the company from issuing such certificates.



200

When President Ford issued his directive of November 20, 1975,
which was aimed almost exclusively at violations of boycott regula-
tions which entailed discrimination because of race or religion, you
could almost hear the sigh of relief from American companies because
now they could tell their Arab customers we can’t give you any certifi-
cates or we can't make any promises about discrimination based upon
religion or Zionist supporteis because now that is illegal.

I suggest that you will find similar support from a large segment
of American business when you strengthen their hands by enactment
of legislation dealing with the boycott.

PROIIIBIT BOYCOTT COMPLIANCE AND/OR DISCLOSURE

T want to address myself to another question which seems to be of
concern, and that is the question of whether it is sufficient, as the
Senate bill seems te do, to limit the law to reporting requirements
or whether, as some of the House proposals do. Congress should go
bevond and actually prohibit.

I want to point out, first of all, that the existing Commerce Depart-
ment regulations, those which were enacted after President Ford’s
directive. do both.

Section 369.2 1s a regulation which forbids giving any certificates
dealing with religion. The Commerce Department regulation requires
that yvou submit your report but at the same time it instructs you that
it 1s forbidden to issue such a certificate. Whereas, section 369.3 which
relates to practices other than those based upon race or religion, merely
requires reporting.

Now, with all due respect, T don’t think that reporting alone is
going to solve the problem. One of the greatest evils that we have
encountered and about which this committee has heard testimony,
1s the use of discriminatory letters of credit by banks. Banks are
not concealing the fact that they are processing letters of credit which
contain discriminatory conditions.

These conditions refer not only to the origin of the goods or the
means by which they are shippec{ : but also whether the suppliers or
the American exporters are on the hlackiist.

When there were hearings held in New York in February on the
Lisa Act, there was sworn testimony by the banks, Chase Manhattan,
Chemieal. Trving Trust, First National City, et cetera. that they were
processing these letters and they intended to continue to process them.

You are familiar, of course, with the directive issued by the Federal
Reserve Board in which the Federal Reserve Board in an unparal-
leled statement declared to its member banks that it was a misuse of
banking privileges for any bank to become even passively involved in
the boycott regulations and specifically cited the processing of letters
of credit as an instance of that.

Did that deter the American banks from continuing to process
these letters?

On the contrary. they said in their sworn testimony they would
continue.

Merely to require them to report. therefore, is going to be no great
burden upon them; they will report and they will continue.
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You must certainly, as far as banks are concerned. prohibit the
practice as well. : :

I think also we have gone far beyond reporting alone in other
legislation. That is a very timid approach. If something is clear to
policy, why don't we prohibit it? Why do we have to say report it
and rely upon the force of public opinion to exert pressure against you ?

The U.S. Government 1s not so weak and so puny that it has to
rely upon private pressures to enforce its policies.

T]}]xis statute has now been on the beoks since 1965 with no results
at ali.

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF ANTIBOYCOTT MEASURES

Finally, gentlemen, T would like to close with some reference to
Secretary Simon's argument that we would lose a great deal of trade
or American business would lose a great deal of trade if the U.S.
Congress enacted mandatory legislation.

I again take as my source Business International, an agency man-
agement. consulting company who seems to specialize in telling Amer-
ican business how they can live within the Arab boycott. In an issue
of Business International dated May 21, 1976, it referred to Iraq.
Iraq as you know is a country swimming in oil and swimming in
petrodolisrs., Tt also is a country which is not recognized by the
["nited States, it has a socialist economy and has close ties to Eastern
Europe. You would expect, therefore, that the last country in the
worid that Iraq would he buying its goods from is America. On
the contrary. most of the contracts being let by Iraq are now going to
American companies.

That brings me to the peculiar nature of this Arab boycott list.
It wasn’t until Senator Chureh’s committee published a copy of this
Arab boveott list in the multinational corporations hearings that we
ever had available in the United States a list of who was actually
boycotted. We find out that not only is there no one list but that each
country has itsown list and these lists vary.

You ask yourself why is there this peculiar situatior ? If the Arab
countries want to enforce a boycott, why don’t they publish the list,
why don’t they agree upon a uniform list? The answer is they don’t
want too, They want to use the list when it serves their national
interest and when it doesn’t they pay no attention to it. Thus, we
have the example of Saudi Arabia making contracts with companies
on the Algerian blacklist and companies on the Saudi Arabian list
ha\ie no difficulty in doing business with Algeria when they want
to do so.

Ford Co, is on the Arab blacklist and before you begin to shed any
tears about Ford, I should tell you that last year it did $50 million
worth of business in the Arab lands. So the Arab boycott policy is
not a unified monolithic pesition.

From my negotiations with almost 100 major companies, I have
concluded that this boycott is a vast bluff, in which American com-
panies allowed themselves to be intimidated and blackmailed.

If o law were enacted, they could tell the Arab customers we are
sorry, if you want our technology. if you want our know-how, if
you want our contracts, this ishow it hasto be.

74-772 O - 76 - 14
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This cornmittee cannot, of course, affect the primary boycott. That
is, if Arab countries do not want to deal with Israel, that is not a
matter that this committee or this Congress can hope to do anything
about, But you can prevent iArab blackmail and Arab boycotts from
importing t{wir bigotry in the United States and requiring American
companies and American banks to enforce their boycott,

Thank you.

IMr. Maslow’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM MASLOoW, GENERAL COUNSEL,
AMERICAN JEWISH CONGRESS

The American Jewish Congress, a national membership organization now in
its 60th year, urges the speedy enactment of effective Federal legislation to
curtail the operations in the United States of the Arab Boycott. We come to that
conclusion as a result of two years continuous study of that Boycott and unsuec-
cessful efforts to counteract it by litigation and informal methods of persuasion.

In the last nine months, the American Jewish Congress has been conducting
a nationwide stockholders’ project designed to sensitize the top management of
our major American corporations to the evils and dangers of the Arab Boycott.
In the name and on behalf of hundreds of individual stockholders throughout the
country, we submitted stockholder resolutions to 140 corporations on the Fortune
500 list, corporations whoss names are household words : Exxon, General Motors,
Texaco. Ford, Eastman Kodak, U.8. Steel, ete. Our resolution asked the com-
panies to make a report to its shareholders on the extent of their business in
Arab landx and the extent of their involvement in the Arab Boyeott.

The immediate response of most of these companies was an offer to answer
the detailed questionnaire contained in our resolution if we would withdraw the
resolution and not press to have It included in the company’s proxy materials
distributed at its expense to all of its shareholders. As a result, we conducted a
series of negotlations in which we explored the involvement in the Arab Boyeott
and the willingness of American corporations to issue a statement of policy hostile
to the Boycott.

Our first major finding is that the main Federal anti-boycott statute, Sec.
2402(5) of the Export Admini-¢-ation Act, is a laughing stock among corporate
America. That section, as you know, begins with this sweeping statement :

“1It i8 the policy of the United States (a) to oppose restrictive trade practices
or boycotts fostered or imposed by foreign countries against other countries
friendly to the United States.”

But then follows the fudging language which emasculates the prior sentence
“and (b) to encourage and request domestic concerns engaged in the export of
articles, materials, supplies, or information, to refuse to take any action, includ-
Ing the furnishing of information or the signing of agreements, which has the
effect of furthering or supporting the restrictive trade practices or boycotts
fostered or imposed by any forelgn country against another country friendly to
the United States” (emphasis added).

The Commerce Department regulations implementing this statute limit them-
selves in the same way. Regulation 369.3, which refers to restrictive trade prac-
tices and boyeotts other than those hased upon race. eolor or religion, provides
that “all exporters . . . are cnconraged and requested to refuse to take any action
... that has the effect of furthering or supporting other restrictive trade practices
or hoyeotts . . ." (Emphasis added.)

American businessmen are free to answer or reject this statutory encourage-
ment and almost all of them reject these entreaties. Thus, our entire govern-
mental posture towards the Boygcott is one of pleading rather than command.

Last January, the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice filed a
civil complaint against Bechtel Corporation and its subsidiaries, which have
dominated the Arab con<truction fleld for the last 30 years. Bechtel's answer to
the government's complaint includes the defense that the Antitrust violations
charged against it are not illegal because the Commerce Department regulations
do not prohibit them (paragraph 7 of Answer).
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Last December, President Ford directed the Commerce Department to amend
its regulations 80 as to prohibit any American company from igsuing any certif-
icate to an Arab purchasrer which would have entajled discrimination in the
selection or assignment of employees or in the choice of suppliers because of their
race or religion. One could almost hear the sigh of relief from American corpo-
rations. Now they could tell their Arab business associates that they could not
possibly engage in anti-Jewish discrimination because it was prohibited by law.
No Arab country or company could, hereafter, follow the example of Kuwait
which, in February 1975, insisted successfully that Lazard Freres and Rothschild
Company be dropped from an European underwriting syndicate because they
were “Jewish firms.” Unfortunately, the Ford administration refused to take
any steps that would have outlawed American participation in other aspects of
the Boycott, namely the discrimination against blacklisted American companies,
e.g., Ford Motors, Xerox, RCA, etc. by those doing business witb the Arabs or
the blacklisting of those American companies which made investments in Israel
or licensed Israell firms. The protection afforded American businessmen i their
refusal to discriminate on religious grounds was not extended to American i:usi-
nessmen who refuse similarly to discriminate sgainst Israel ur firms that do
business in Israel.

The Boycott is able to operate easilr and effectively in the United States be-
cause the major American banks have allowed themselves to become involved in
its enforcement. They do so by agreeing to answer and honor Ilctters of credit
drawn by Arab purchasers which provide that no monies shall be paid out under
these letters unless and until the American exporter furnishes proot to the Aner-
ican bank that it has complied wit}). the Boycott regulations specified in the Tetter.
of credit. When we reproached American banks for this involvement in the
Boycott they would answer: {f we cease honoring these lettery of credi. other
banks will accept them. Only when such involvement is made illegal can we safely
tell our Arab customers that we can not honor them.

I would like to have shared with you the names of the banks and the officials
of the banks who gave this information to me but when I askeq permission to do
80, they pleaded with me not to reveal their identity. Such disclcsures they said
would Invite reprisais by their Arab customers. This is an illusiration of the
way—in the absence of legislation—American companies remain at the mercy
of Arab blackmailers,

Indeed, this is the heart of our concern. We have found throughout the busi-
ness community a willingness, even a desire, to challenge the Arabh Boycott but
businessmen one after the other have told us that they fear reprisals from their
Arab customers. They have said to us time and again that they would be willing
to defy the Arab boycott if only they were given some statutory authority to do so
but in the absence of this protection even the largest American corporations,
those with assets in the billions of dollars, are afraid to resist the boycott or
even to take a public position against it for fear of business reprisals. Only the
U.S. Government can get them to express their true views,

New York State recently enacted a law, the LISA Act, which forbids certain
acts of compliance with Arab Boycott. At once there were shrieks from New
York shipping associations. freight forwarders and Chambers of Commerce
that the New York law would drive business out of the state into other states
where there was no anti-boycott legislation. However exaggerated and specious
this claim is, the fact remains that if a Federal law is enacted all American
businessmen will comply with it and there will be no danger of business fleeing
from one state to more hospitable climates elsewhere.

The argument is often made that forbidding compliance with the boycott will
result in huge losses of business by American companies. We doubt it. Those
who enforce the Arab boycott were quite pragmatic. We know of an American
company that sells military equipment to Israel, clearly the most flagrant
and heinous violation of the Boycott regulations, but has not been put on the
boycott blacklist because some Arab countries wish to buy its products. Chase
Manhattan has for many years been the fiscal agent for Israell bonds, a clearcut
violation of the hoycott, but it has never been blacklisted. Why? Because the
Arabs need it. Hote! chains, like Hilton and Sheraton, manage hotels in both
Arab lands and Tsrael and the boycott regulations are stretched to allow enter-
prises. Ford Motor Company was placed on the blacklist because it established
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a small assembly plant in Israel to assemble machines for the Israell market.
Its sales last year to Arab lands amounted to $50 million,

It is noteworthy that each Arab land has its own blacklist and they often
differ. Algeria buys materials from an American company on the Saudi Arabian
blacklist, while Saudi Arabia buys from an American company on the Algerian
list. The Arab League is not a monolith and Arab companies have always demon-
strated that their national economic interests come first. Saudi Arabia is in the
midst of developing a huge construction program. Who is running this program
for them, drafting specifications for bids, selecting contractors, supervizing
work : The U.S. Corps of Engineers. S8audi Arabia is also establishing two giant
universities whose technical assistance is indispensable to their project: The
educational specialists of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

American companies are awarded Arab contracts because their goods and
services are better, cheaper and more reliable than those Arab countries can
buy elsewhere. They will continue to be selected even when American law forbids
American companies to become even passively involved in the boycott.

The legislation under consideration in the Senate and the House does not
and can not deal with the primary boycott of Arab lands against Israel. Arab
lands are free to refuse to buy Israeli goods or to deal with Israeli firmis. The
legislation we seek will not and can not compel them to abandon their primary
boycott against Isrpel but it can and should forbid American participation in
the secondary and tertiary boycotts directed against American companies who
do business in Israel or who are directed by “Zionist supporters.”

Chairman Morea N. Thank you.
Mr. Graubard.

STATEMERT OF SEYMOUR GRAUBARD, NATIONAL CHAIRMAN,
ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE OF B'NAI B'RITH

Mr. Gravsarn, Mr. Chairman, my name is Seymour Graubard, and
I am national chairman of the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai
B’rith. Bearing in mind your request for brevity, may T make a few
remarks requesting that our full statement, together with the exhibits,
be incorporated in the record.

Chairman Morcan. Without objection it is so ordered.

Mr. Gravnarn, T might note. sir, that the statement does contain
some interesting and valuable legislative background as well as ad-
ministrative background. and some facts which supplement what you
have already heard.

DISCLOSURE AND SELF-INCRIMINATION

T would now like to turn to a question that was raised initially by
Mr. Solarz and then by Mr. Bingham in regard to the constitutional
protection of firms that would be called upon to file reports as to
whether or not they adhered to the boycott.

I refer the committee to a memorandum of law—and, Mr. Chair-
man, you were so right. there are lawvers here who are prepared to
answer these questions. We filed the memorandum with the Subcom-
mittee on International Finance of the Committee on Banking, Hons-
ing and Urban Affairs of the Senate in connection with hearings held
July 22 and 23, 1975, The memorandum of law is printed on pages
195 and 196. We show with citation of applicable Supreme Court
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decisions that the privilege against self-incrimination does not apply
to corporations. . _

Were an individual asked to state whether or not he complied with
the provisions of law, which contain criminal penalties, he might de-
cline to do so on the ground it might incriminate him. But as far as
the corporations are concerned, and I think 99.99 percent of all these
exports come from corporations, we would have no problem in regard
to the constitutional prohibition. I would like to offer a copy of the
memorandum for the record.’

I might add, as you are all familiar, the SEC has vecently held
hearings in regard to “corporate gifts” to various people overseas, in
connection with their corporate business—matters which might in-
volve criminal penalties. o

But because the donors were corporations the issue of self-incrimi-
nation did not arise in the questions posed by the SEC.

EXTRATERRITORIAL APPLICATION OF U.8. LAW

Another comment in regard to the question that Mr. Bingham
raised, and that is what is the authority of a holding com%an or a
plt;rent. company in the United States over the acts of its subsidiaries
abroad.

I have had personal experience with that. From time to time the
United States has had official boycotts, as in regard to Cuba, and I
recall not many years ago a corperation I represent with a subsidiary
in Canada got 1nto a conflict. It refused to allow its subsidiary in
Canada to export to a nation that was then on the prohibited list of
our own GGovernment. The Canadian Government, becoming aware of
this, made, a representation to the United States stating that the cor-
poration that existed in Canada under Canadian laws was subject to
Canadian jurisdiction and would have to comply with Canadian laws.

Canada at that time had no equivalent of the 17.S. boycott against
that nation, and it ended up with the United States saying to the
parent corporation we must recognize the fact that you have no
suthority in regard to this Canadian subsidiary, and that the sub-
sidiary must act pursuant to Canadian law.

I might say, sir, that this question arose in connection with Con-
gressman Drinan’s bill, and T think that you can cope with the
question cf the foreign subsidiary of an American parent corporation
by putting in an appropriate phrase or sentence making an exclusion
in regard to compliance with the laws of a nation in which that
foreign subsidiary is operating.

Mr. Sorarz. Mr. Chairman

Mr. Gravsarp. A further comment——

Mr. Sotarz, Mr. Chairman, T had an appointment 15 minutes ago.
T wonder if T can ask unanimous consent to put one question to the
witness hefore T leave.

Chairman MoraaN. Any objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

The Chair hears no objection.

! The memorandum referred to 18 found in appendix 9. p. 718, also see Library of Congress
study appendix 10, p. 719.
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DISCLOSURE OF BOYCOTT COMPLIANCE

Mr. Sorarz. If your analysis of the constitutional problems we
talked about earlier is correct and there is no difficulty in requiring
a corporation to disclose whether or not it has in effect violated a
provision of Amcrican law, could you tell us what advantages there
are in requiring someone to disclose whether or not they complied
with the boycott if compliance with the boycott has previously been
prohibited? I assume everybody will say they don’t comply.

Mr. Grauparp. I don’t know what they would say. But the fact is
that you have such a simple instrument for obtaining compliance
with the law by way of reference to the answers that are given that
I think onc should hesitate hefore giving it up. You cannot easily
.get perfection in compliance with any law. I think that Members of
Congress well know that. But here you have a ready made tool at hand.
Why surrender it?

Mr. Sorarz. Thank you.

CORPORATE SUPPORT FOR NATIONAL ANTIBOYCOTT MEASURES

Mr. GrauB:rp. I have personally had conversations with a number
of heads of the largest corporations in the United States, many of
them told mc what the chairman of the board of IBM told me when
T raised this question of the boycott.

Oh, he said, yes, we had a request a couple of years ago from I
forget which Arab nation, it came up to me through channels, and
I said no, and he said now that I think of it we haven’t lost any Arab
business since that time.

The same story is true of others,

T have also met with the heads of some of the largest banks of our
country in connection with letters of credit containing boycott condi-
tions, and they said we would rather not negotiate this paper, it is a
nuisance, it clogs up our files and we don’t like it anyway. Why can’t
Congress pass a law sayving that these documents should not be per-
mitted and we would gladly forego the practice of participating in a
bovcott against our wishes.

T asked everyone why don’t you come forward and testify before
the appropriate committees, and just as though they had rehearsed
it I got the answer, “Well, if T did that for my bank T might lose
business and my competitors would get the business.”

Gentlemen, yon can put these big bankers at ease if vou adopt
appropriate legislation barring these banking documents which
further the hoycott. They will thank you for this.

Finally, T would like your consent, Mr. Chairman. to have Mr.
Brody make a few comments about the testimony of Secretary Simon,
since he was here vesterday and heard Mr. Simon.

[Mr. Graubard’s prepared statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SEYMOUR GRAUBARD, NATIONAL CHAIRMAN,
ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE OF B'NAI B’RITH

Mr. Chairmen, Members of the Committee. my name is Seymour Graubard and
I ax National Chairmen of the Anti-Defammtion League of B'naf B'rith. I am
accampanied this moaming by Mr. Justin Finger, Assistant Director of the
league's Civil Rights Division, Mr. Duvid Rrody, its Washington representative,
and Mr. Meyer Eisenberg, & member of its National Commission.

We appreciate, Mr. Chairman, your invitation to appear before this body
to present our views on the pending legislation to amend and strengthen the
anti-boycott provisions of the Export Administration Act.

The genesis and history of the Arab boycott are well known to this Com-
mittee. Tt was instituted in 1945 in an attempt to thwart the establishment
of Israel and has been continued since 1948 with the avowed objective of
strangling Isrsel econamically. It is an elaborate mechanism with voluminous
rules and regulations vhich {s operated by a central Boyvott Office head-
quartered in Damascus, Syria,

Mr. Chairmen, I offer at this time &s an Exhibit the Rules of the Boycott
Office, along with the following:

1. The Laws relating to the Boycott of Israel of the United
Arad Fmirates, including Abu Dhabi,
2. Tho law of Egypt.
The law of Iraq.
The law of Jardan.

w & w

. “he law of Kivait, and
6. The law of Saudi Arahis,

The Arab boycott must be seen as multi-dimensional; its prohibitions against
American contractors or subcontractors doing business with Isrsel are intertwined
with religious discrimination against American Jews.

The limited Administration actions against the boycott that have been taken
over the past year and a half deal primarily with its anti-Jewish component. The
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boycott's anti-Isrsel component -- for example, the use of Arab trade pressures
to force American firms to avoid commercial relations with Israel, or to refuse
to deal with other American firms wvhich are blacklisted -- has received scant
attention from the Executive Branch. This facet of the boycott, which often
pits American firms against other American firms merely to further the aims and
objectives of foreign powers against a nation friendly to the United States. is
similarly obnoxious and immoral.

This Committee has before it several bills which would prohibit American
business from cospliance with various aspects of the anti-Israel component.

We wrge passage of such legislation.

It is worth recalling at the outset the history of the anti-boycott pro-
vision, Section 3(5) of the Export Administration Act. Though phrased in general
terms, the legislation was directed primarily at the attempt of the Arab countries
to involve American business in their Middle East war by threatening them with
economic loss if they dealt vith Israel. As originAlly introduced in 1965, the
bill would have prohibvited compliance with boycott requests. The Bill was iden-
tical to H.R. k967, introduced by Mr. Bingham, now before this Committee., In-
deed, Congressman Bingham was a sponsor of the original bill, back in 1965,

Although in 1965 the House Banking and Currency Committee rejorted out the
bill in the form of a statement of policy only, 17 of the 33 members declared
their intention to introduce an amendment on the floor to prohibit compliance
with boycott requests. The amendment, offered by the ranking Republican member
of the Committee, William J. Widnall, wvas rejected and the House adopted the

present version of the law vhich merely 'encourages and requests’' non-compliance,
Significantly, the fallure to enact an outright prohibition on con-

pliance vas largely due to the position taken by the Department of State and

“nerce, which, while deplaring the boycott of Israel, urged that flexibility
be permitted in dealing with it. Referring to the House-passed biil and to
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legislation which wowld prohibit compliance with boycott requests, then-Secretary
of Commerce John T. Connor, testifying before the Senate Banking and Cwrrency
Committee on June 10, i205, stated:

"...We still think that either one of these proposals is undesirable
from the point of view of the foreign relations of the United States and
also from the point of view of its effect on many U.5. manufacturers and
other trading organizations...

"However, if it is the wish of Congress that there be some such expression
of policy, and some requirements that the Executive Branch issue regulations.
we would prefer the provislon that i1s in the House-approved bill to the abso-
lute prohibition,” (Hearing H.R. 7105 and S. 1896 to extend and amend the
Export Control Act of 1949).

Spokesmen for the Administration at that time said "let us rely upon diplo-
macy end friendly persussion,”

The Adminisiration's indifferent attitude toward any anti-boycott legisla-
tion has, unfortunately, pervaded the enforcement and implementation of the Act
since the very begimning.

In 1965 Congress clearly intended that enactment of the Export Administration
ket should provide a legal and statutory basis enabling the President to use his
authority to curtail exports in order to cope with the boycott. The legislation,

said the House Committee on Banking and Currency in its report (H. Rpt. 43L, 39th

Congress, First Session) "will furnish the Administration with clear legal authority

to protect American business firms from competitive pressures to become involved in
forelgn trade conspiracies against countries friendly to the United States.”
However, not once since the statute was enacted has an Administration uced

its authority to curtail exports in order to cope with the boycott, While the
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Committee and the Congress intended to give the Executive "flexibvility" in
dealing with the boycott, and did not intend to "tie the hands of the Ad-
ministration by making any particular courcze of action mandatory,” Congress
did not envisage thav this authority would never be used.

And this attitude preveils to this day. For another example, the Act
provides for Regulations to be issued by the Commerce Department to implement
its provicions. TFor years the Repulations provided only that exporters receiv-
ing boycott requests report this fact to the Department of Conmerce. After
persistent demands from members of Corgress and organizations such as the Anti-
Defamation League, the Regulations were amended in October of last +ear so that
it became mandatory for the exporter to report whether he iutended to comply
with the boycott request. It was only then that the reporting requirements were
also extended to cover banks and other service organizations.

Only since !arch of 1975 was there any more than indifferent enforcement by
the Department of Cammerce of even the reporting Regulations then existing,
Cince May of last year, six firms have been charged, and four found guilty.
with failure to report boycott requests (the remaining two cases are pending);
206 additional firms, being considered first-offense cases, have been '‘mrned"
for failure to report.

Indeed, until late November of 1975 the Department of Commerce was actually
engaged 1n furthering Arab boycott practices by its dissemination to American
firms of tender offers contain ng boycott restrictions. Not wuntil after the Anti-
Defamation League brouht suit in Geptember 1975 against the Department did it
agree to discontinue this practice; most recently, as a further outgrowth of the
same lawsuit, the Department has now agreed to make public the names of those

firms charged with failure to report boycott requests.
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Administration spokesmen consistently state their view of the Arab boycott
problem as involving two separate issues.

One consists of Arab pressures on U.S. firms to discriminate against American
Jews,

The other, as Charles W. Hostler of the Department of Cammerce testified in
March of 1975, is a "long-standing system of econamic sanction applied by Arab
League countries against certain types of business relationships undertaken by U.C.
firms with Israel.” Spokesmen for the Departments of Cammerce, State, Treasury
and Justice have repeatedly made this distinction.

The nev Export Administration Regulations, while prohibiting campliance
vith requests for religious discrimination, merely "discourege’ American firms
from complying with anti-Israel boycott conditions. And the presidential anti-
boycott package announced in November 1975 dealing with federsl agencies, federal
contractors and banks is similarly directed at the anti-Jewish camponent.

Virtually the only significant anti-boycott action of the Executive Branch
has been the Justice Department's anti-trust sult against Bechtel Corporation,

and some newspapers reported the opposition of the Department of State to this

action,
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Administration spokesmen have consistently opposed effective anti-boyecott
measwres. One claim made is that the boycott represente "political activity”
by the Arab states. This argument disregards the powerful and ncgative impact
the boycott has had on American firms and citizens, An analysias by the Moss
Subcommittee, for examplie, shows that during the period between January 1, 1974
and December 5, 1975, 631 firms filed boycott request reports covering sales
totalling about $800,000,000. And from October 1, 1975, when reporting of intent
to comply became mandatory, till December 5, 1975, 91% of firms indicated inten-
tion to comply.

Based on t,!ze several hundred warning letters sent by the Department of Com-
merce, obviously many more firms have complied with the boycott but simply failed
to report.

That the Administration's actions, limited ac they are to the component of
religiouve discrimination, will have a negligible impact on Arab boycott practices
is made clear by a startling fact admitted by then.Undersecretary of Commerce
Baker in his December testimony. He revealed that "since the inception of the
boycott reporting requirement in 1965, over 50,000 transactions involviné a boy-
cott-related request have been reported. Of these, only 27 instances have been
reported where the request apparently imvolved [religious] discrimination."

Mr. Hostler of Commerce argued that "American firms should not be restricted
in their freedom to make economic decisione based on their own business interests,
where no element of ethnic or religious discrimination in violation of U. 5. law
is involved', (Curiously, Commerce seems to feel that while American firms may
properly have forced upon them business restrictions by foreign powers, it would

be improper for United States law to restrict American firms' compliance with the

boycott.)
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The argument that anti-boycott measures would jeopardize peace negotiations
in the Middle East has also been consistently invoked by the State and Commerce
Departments in opposing the anti-boycott legislation, Gerald L. Parsky, speak-
ing for the Department of the Treasury, stated in March, 1975 that "a peace
settlement is the best way to bring a definitive end to the Arab boycott."” Mr.
Baker forwsaw serious adverse impact on the American economy and a dire loss of
significant trade benefits if the Arab countries interpreted wore restrictive
U, S. anti-boycott legislation as an anti-Arab action. He went so far as to say
that the passage of H.R. 4967, the Bingham bill, could "cripple the United
States effort to bring about a fair settlement of the conflict in the Middle
East.” "The only way to bring this boycott to an end," Mr. Baker added, "is
to achieve such & fair settlement.”

This argument is not new. In 1969 a Commerce Department gpokesman,
testifying before the Senate Banking Committee, opposed any change in the 1365
law, saying:

"In addition, delicate foreign policy negotiations currently are
under way to bring about a viable settlement of the fundemental
dispute between Israel and the Aradb states.”

A State Department spokesmen at that time repeated the same refrain, say-
ing ,"Mandatory legislation will be siamilarly regarded as one-sided, pro-Israel
legisiatisn at & time vhen we are trying to help bring sbout a gettlement in
the ares.”

We submit that more than a decade has passed witbout a resolution of the
conflict. We cannot wait pessively any longer for final pe~ze in the Middle
East before seeking to halt Arsd coercion of American business firms.

A recent Washington Post sditorial put it well -- "That Arad league states
conduct their own trade boycott against Iarael is thei: business...that Areb

states should expect to snlist American firms to support the Arab boycott is,

however, very different, The issue is that simple.”
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Instead of complying with the boycott, the Post editorial addec  what
the /State/ Department should be doing . . . is telling the United States'
Ared friends that a deepening long-term relationship is only possible on the
basis of mutual respect.”

Legislation before this body would prevent American business firms from
being used by thne Arab countries in t.he}r war against Israel, Far from being
"opne-sided,” the enactment of such legislation would make plain to the world
that we do not want American business firms to be made pawns in fights between
other nations, and that American business should be free from any foreign
pressures in making decisions about whom they may wish to trade with.

The AD. revealed at a press conference in March of this year the names
of a number of firms violating U. S. anti-boycott policy, including over 20
banks who also flout the warnings of the Federal Reserve Board issued last
winter against boycott participation. As a result of our charges, a few of the
vusinegs firms and banks announced changes of policy and some offered to an-
nounce their support for federal anti-boycott legislation. General Mills and
FPillsbury, for example, have pledged to join ADL in support of such legisla-
ticn. Others promising support are Bausch & Lomb, the First National Bank of
Minneapolis and the Fir.. National Bank of Chicago. A number of other banks
and businesses have informed us they will no longer comply with Arab boycotti
regtrictions. These include Ametek, Inc,, Rubatex Corp., Seal-O-Matic Dispenser
Corp., Continental Bank of Philadelphia and Provident National Bank, also of
Philadelphia,

The Marine National Exchange Bank of Milwaukee has told us it has written
to a bank in the Arab world stating that it does not wish to receive letters
of credit containing boycott provisions,

The importance of the letter of credit
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in the boycott operation cannoi be overemphasized, A lypical example of such
documents 1s one duted tctoter 15, 1979, lssued by Lhe kafidain Rank, Baghdad,
Iraq, and addressed .o the Dank of America. 7This requires an American Tirm,
Marley [nternational, Inc., of Micsion, Kansas, as a pre-condition of payment,
to obtain and present to the Bink of America certifications that the ship
carrying the goods was not on the Iraqi government blacklist and that the manu-
facturer was not a "branch or a mother company of firms included in the Israeli
boycott blacklist.” 1 offer this document as an exhibit,

The business firms and banks which have expressed their oppcsition to the
boycott and their desire to be free from its pressures deserve support, what
they want and need is a legislative mandate prohibiting compliance by all. The
reason for this need goes to the core of Ax:ab boycott operations in the inited
States. The boycotters use the wespon of possible loss of Arab business to
pressure Aneric':a.n firms into compliance with boycott and blacklisting regula-
tions, No American firm wants to plece itaelf in a weak competitive position
with another American firmm in bidding for Arad trade. Such concern is under-
standable.

Today, if an American firm or bank voluntarily refuses to abide by Arab boy-
cott restrictions, it fears a lose of its Middle Sastern market., On the other
band, the business enterprise which submits to Arab pressures will probably
obtain the business. We have, therefore, an anomaly: the American firm which
obeys the strictures of U, S, anti-boycott policy may be penalized by loss of
business; the company which sumits to the boycott, and, in doing so, viclates
American policy, profita,

When one firm, for the purpose of economic gain or advantage, complies
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with boycott or other restrictive trade practices imposed or inspired by a
foreign country against another country friendly to the United States -- or
against other American firms because they do business with that friendly country
-~ such compliance is clearly immoral. It is immoral because it is unfair, dis-
criminatory, and destructive of the open marketplace. There must he laws
against it, just as there are laws against bribery. And lest this be objected
to as "legislating morality,” let us remember that it is precisely on the moral
principles of fairness and equity that all existing regulatory laws rest.

It is necessary for firms wishing to stand up to the Arab boycott to be pro-
tected by making the prohibition on compliance universsl throughout American
business, It is also necessary that such prohibition be on & federal level in or
der to allay expressed fear in several states vhose legislatures have enacted anti-
boycott provisions that they will lose Arsd business to other states which have
not enacted such measures. The only way to srely protect all is to make com-
Pliance with the boyocott universally prohibited throughout the United States.

Now let us address ourselves to the fears of the Department of Commerce that
American trade in genersl will be hurt by the suggested legislation. Such fears
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appear to be 111-founded. A perusal of the boycott regulations will shov,
the Arabs apply their blarlict capriclously. As The New York Times commented
in April, "the experts note that in busines: deals the Arabs have become highly
sophisticated, examining comp:u;ativc prices, quality and delivery terms more “han
the forcign policy ot the supplier nations . . . even in their blacklist of con-
cerns that have installations in Israel, the Arabs have recently taken a more
flexible approach. in keepinz with their neecds to do business at the best terms.
Both iigypt and Syria, Arab cources report, have brousht forward proposais thet
companies ¢osuld be removed from the blacklist if they contribute to the economic
development f the Arab world to 8 greater degree than their involvement in
Icrael.”

The same article discussed the fact that even though France has been cooper-
ative with the boycott. its trade with the Arab nations has fallen behind Vest
Germany, Italy, Sweden., the United States. and The Netherlands. West Germany,
incidentally, is generally uncooperative with the Arab boycott. FEven Under-
secrelary Baker, in response to questions in his testimony in December, admitted
that there are many companies doing. business both with Arab countries and with
Israel on a consistent basis.

And it seems also that what limited persumsion nhas been effected on American
companiss by private groups such a3 the Anti-pefamation League and by statements
from members of Congress, far from stiffening the Arab boycott, has actually
rendered it more flexible. There is an extremely significant report in the
April 26 issue of Arab Prees Service, an authoritative Arab publication originat-
ing in Beirut. The report indicates that some Arab governments are shifting
toward a policy of grecater flexibility in their application of the boycott, vith
two specific changes mentioned. The report indicates that forelgn companies can

be removed from the Arab blacklist even without severing thelr ties with Israel,

74-7172 O - 76 - 15
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if they are willing to commit themselves to investments in the Arab world worth

twice as much as their Isreeli investments, Second, there is a reported decision
to grant entry visas to Jewish personnel to enter Arab countries, including Saudi
Arabia, if they are involved in joint projects in the Aradb world, The justifica-

tion for these changes cited by the Arab Presa Service is that they will

strengthen Arab econamic visibility, "reduce worla opposition to the boycott
policy," and "lure...Western know-how and investments to the Arab world."

Anocther such indication appeared in April in the Christian Science Monitor

reporting that Dr, Ghazi A, Al Gosaibi, Saudi Arebia's Minister of Industry and
Electricity, had stated that "if s company is willing to do in the Arab world ex-
actly what it does in Isresl, it can be removed from the Arad baycott list." The
Saud{ officisl's remarks were described by the Monitor as "sn effart to defuse the
Arab boycott issus and permit U.8.-8audi economic ties to flourish,”

From this it 1is obviouws that the emactmsnt of laws designed to thwart the
boycott will not thwart treds, btut will instead force the Arabs to divarce business
fram politics,

Mr. Clairman, we recamend the following course of action:

We urge the passsge of legislation which would add teeth to the Export -
Administration Act. You have before you H.R, 4967, the Bingham dill, H.R. 5913,
the Drinan bill, H.R, 11463, the Koch-Scheuer bill, and & proposed series of
amendments offered by Rep. Rosenthal,

We urge that it be prohidbited to participats in a boycott - secondary o
tertiary - initiated by a foreign govermment directed against a country friendly
to thlb United Btates,

We call for legislatim which would require that reports of bayoott requests
be made public by the Depariment of Commerce,

We ask that the prohidition on particijation in foreign boycotis extend to
banks and other related service organizations, We also urge that there be &
specific outright prohibition upon the landling bty banks, even "passively”, of
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letters of credit containing boycott-tainted provisions.

In short, !r. Chairman, we would like to sce vhat is alresdy U.S, policy
become U.S. law. If therc is anything that demonstrates how necessary such & law
is, it i{s the fact thet some business firms vhich have violated the policy are
nov anxious to be legally prevented from doing so. This is not & paradox; it re-
flects the facts of business life,

Mr, Chairman, let me make it clear that the Anti-Defamation lLeague doe: not
oppose trade between the United SCtates and the Arab world; we want to make cer-
tain that such trade iz free trade. We do not want to restrict the businessman,
but to free him froo restrictiontc placed on him by foreign govermments. We be-
lieve that this i8 the responsidility of our government. The vastly increasing
Arab petrodollar wealth available for trade and the proliferation of boycott de-

mandg reaching our shores maike action on this matter urgent.



220
Chairman Morean. Mr. Brody.

STATEMENT OF DAVID A. BRODY, WASHINGTON DIRECTOR,
ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE OF B'NAI B'RITH

Mr. Bropy. Thank you.

EXTRATERRITORIAL APPLICATION OF U.8. LAW

Before I do, Mr. Chairman, I want to state for the record that I
have cited this case involving the wholly owned subsidiary of a U.S.
corporation in Canada without knowing it was a client of my na-
tional chairman, The same thing has happened also in Argentina
where General Motors has & wholly owned subsidiary. When General
Motors tried to compel its subsidiary not to sell automobiles to Cuba,
the Argentine Government in effect told us to mind our own business.

This was so even though it was a wholly owned subsidiary of a
U.S. corporation. They told us not to meddle in their internal affairs
and that their law was going to be the controlling law.

It seems to me particularly in this 200th year of the founding of
our country, if Argentina and Canada can stand up for their own
internal laws we ought to be in the same position and stand up for
our values.

Yesterday when Mr. Simon testified here he referred to some of
these measures as “heavyhanded.”

Now, Mr. Bingham is here, and Mr. Whalen was here earlier. Both
of them, along with four other members of this committee, have spon-
sored IH.R. 5967, which would ban compliance with boycott requests.
Knowing Mr. Bingham and Mr. Whalen as well as T do, and some
of the other members, I would hardly consider them heavyhanded.

19635 CONGRESSIONAL ANTIBOYCOTT ACTION

Furthermore, he said, let’s not rush into coercive legislation.

In 1965, 21 Members of the House, including Mr. Bingham and
29 Members of the Senate, introduced bills identical to T1.R. 4967,
and Mr. Bingham at that time testified before the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee which had jurisdiction over the Export Adminis-
tration Act before it was transferred to this committee, and what
Mr. Bingham said in 1965 I think is equally applicable today, and
I would like, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, to insert Mr.
Bingham’s statement into the record at this time.

Chairman Morcan. Without objection it is so ordered.

[Mr. Bingham's statement before the House Banking and Currency
Committee follows:]

STATEMENT oF HoN, JONATHAN B. BINGHAM BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTER-
NATIONAL TRADE oF THE HoUSE BANKING AND CURRENCY COMMITTEE IN SUPPORT
or H.R. 4360, MaY 21, 1965

I wish to thank the Committee for this opportunitv to present this testimony
in support of the proposal to amend the Export Control Act. I co-sponsored
this proposal (H.R. 4360) with several of our colleagues in the House. It is
identical to a measure offered in the Senate.

The Arab countries consider that a state of war now exists between them
and Israel. They have, as a matter of policy, proclaimed an economic bhoycott
against Israel which takes the form of not only refusing to permit Israeli
products to enter their countries, but of barring products of companies which
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maintain any trade with Israel. Thus, under the boycott as conceived and
extensively applied, a U.S. business concern which manufactures goods in this
country of materials which originate here would be barred from selling goods
to Arab nations if it sells comparable goods to Israel.

This policy is not uniformly enforced. Thus, there is evidence that where the
U.8. business is ingenious enough, it can circumvent the boycott. Moreover, if
the Arabs find a sufficient desire for the goods or services they have found
ways to rationalize overt violations of the policy. A case in point is the Hilton
Hotel Corporation which refused to withdraw from operation of a Hotel in Tel
Aviv, The Arab countries first threstcned ¢~ prohibit Hilton from continuing
Lo operate in variocus Arab countries. When the threat failed, the Arabs “inter-
preted” the bhoycott policy not to cover this type of operation because hard
currency was being paid by Isrtel to Hilton. The fact that the same analysis
would apply to U.S. firms selling U.S.-made goods is ignored by the Arab
countries,

The purpose of this amendment is to protect those business concerns which
are unahle to compel the Arab nations to permit them to trade with them with-
out refusing to trade with Israel. Trade free of this restriction will be of benefit
both to our domestic corporations and to the democratic State of Israel.

The boycott iy effectuated primarily by reliance on cooperation by the foreign
merchants with the Arab Boycott Committee. Affidavits are solicited from the
corporations attesting to no ‘commercial, industrial and/or any other relations”
with Israel. Failure to provide such assurances is normally fatal to any com-
mercial dealings with Arab nations. Thus, critical to the boycott is the coopera-
tion of the business world,

I am convinced that this cooperation is, in most instances, not given volun- .
tarily. Rather, It is the result of fear that those who do not cooperate will be at
a disadvantage in relation to those who do. Some bhusinessmen may cooperate
because of indifference and perhaps a few may sympathize with the boycott
(though thix is probably a very minute group).

A concerted withdrawal of this cooperation would, in my judgment, end the
boycott, The alternatives available to the Arab States under this circumstance
would be either to try to maintain the boycott without reliable information or to
drop the bhoycott., In effect, ending U.8. business cooperation with the boycott
would mean that the Arab countries would he faced with the choice between no
trade with U8, companies or trade free of boycott restrictions, I do not believe
that they will choose the first alternative.

I would also like to note here that we may erroneously have accepted the
Arab Boyeott Committee's claim that the Arab nations are monolithic on this
suthject. Recent events raise serious doubts. For example, Tunisian President
Bourguniba has suggested peaceful relations with Israel. Moreover, there is no
uniformity in the Arab nations' response to West Germany's decigkion to establish
diplomatic relations with Israel,

I am not persuaded to withdraw support for this amendment to the Export
Control Bill by the arguments advanced against it thus far. One argument is
that if the boycott were to be Imposed against a corporation which does not
trade with Israel, the “innocent vietim” could not provide proof of his inno-
cence'’. Thiy seemx far-fetched. If there really were such a case, this matter
could readily be handled through diplomatic¢ channels.

Another argument advanced against the proposal is that its passage would
incite an increase in the intensity of the Arab nations’ hoycott. T find this con-
tention ridiewlons, I eannot accept the notion that placing an impediment in the
path of a4 wrong-doer encourages wrongful condnet.

A more apparently weighty argument is the contention that a U.S. government
prohibition against private corporations’ cooperation with the Arab boycott is
inconsistent with our program with regard to economic isolation of Red China,
North Korea, Cuba and North Vietnam. I do not, however, accept this claim.
There are profound differences in piinciple and tacties hetween the two situations.

First, and most importan', there is 4 most profound difference between our
attempts to impose an economie quararntine on international aggressors whose
actions are rightfully condemned by the free world and the Arab bhoycott of
democratie Israel which proffers the hand of good neighbor. The basgis of our
appeal to other nations is not vindication of our national pride but, rather, is
predicated on an appeal to international morality.

Second, we have not tried to punish other countrie« or their businesses which

did not accede to our requests in regard to the quarantine of aggressive Com-
munist states, :
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Third, while we do require companies which import from the United States to
describe the ultimate recipient and we proscribe U.S. exports which will go to
Red China, North Korea, North Vietnam or Cuba, this is totally different from
the Arabs’ efforts to get information from U.S8. businesses in support of their
effort to prevent trade in non-Arab goods with Israel. We do not attempt to
prohibit exports to countries which deal in other merchandise with the four
nations against which we have imposed economic sanctions.

In summary, I would reaffirm my conviction that this legislation is practiecal,
desirable and could play a constructive role in protecting free trade. Both U.S,
industry and Israel need and deserve this protection.

REFUSAL TO DEAL PROVISION

Mr. Brooy. Also when the Secretary testified yesterday, and 1 refer
to page 7 of his testimony, he was asked a question both by Mr. Solarz
and Mr. Lagomarsino, and I believe it was Mr. Parsky who answered
the question, because the Secretary had to leave—in referring to the
refusal to deal provision of the Koch-Scheuer bill he said that the
Arab countries do not request U.S. firms to refuse to do business with
other American firms which may be on the blacklist.

You recall that, Mr. Lagomarsino ?

Mr. Lacomarsino. Yes.

Mr. Brony. And on those occasions when the Treasury Department
called to the attention of the Arab countries the fact the refusal of
one American firm to do business with another American firm might
constitute a violation of the antitrust laws, he said they immediately
backed off.

If that is the case I suggest that if the Arab countries were to be
told that our law prohibits compliance with boycott requests and does
more than merely encourage them and request them not to comply, I
think we would find the response might very well be the same.

Furthermore, you will recall he testified against the refusal to deal
provision in the Koch-Scheuer bill. TTe did it on two grounds. One, he
said it is really not necessary because the refusal to deal would now
constitute a violation of the antitrust laws. Then he went on to say,
but, if the legislation goes beyond the refusal to deal pursuant to a
combination or conspiracy or agreement, and if it is going to apply to
a unilateral refusal of one company to do business with another com-
pany because of a possible boycott demand, then it would be going
too far, the proposal would be undesirable, because it would create
difficult pml)loms of proof. '

Then, he also contended that the Arabs don’t request one American
firm not to do business with another American firm. Thus, he really
missed another reason for opposing that provision in the bill that it
is unnecessary because the Arab countries are not really engaged in
the so-called tertiary boycott.

It seems to me what you have here is a classic case of a heads, the
Secretary wins, tails, the committee loses. Either way he is opposed
to the legislation. That by the way, is not the first time that this has
happened.

SUSPENSION OF EXPORT PRIVILEGES

~ For example, there is a provision in the Koch-Scheuer bill which

would make explicit that under existing law the Secretary has the
power to suspend export privileges for violations of the antiboycott
provisions of the act.
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Now, Mr. Parsky in testifying before the Senate Banking Subcom-
mittee in July of last year, said he opposed that provision saying that
it would inject an element of uncertainty into existing business rela-
tions with the Arab world since the President could under that pro-
vision, act at any time to prohibit exports and other economic trans-
actions with any of the Arab countries.

But, at the same time, before that same committee, another spokes-
man for the administration, Assistant Attorney General Scalia, for
the Justice Department, opposed that provision of the Koch-Scheuer
bill, saying it was unnecessary because under existing law the Secre-
tary already has that authority.

REFUSAL TO DEAL PROVISIONS

I think, too, getting back to another point Mr. Bingham made
esterday with respect to the refusal to deal provision, when Mr.
Jingham asked Mr. Parsky why don’t we mmke it explicit, as the
Koch-Scheuer bill wonld do, that one American company cannot refuse
to do business with another American company because of a boycott
demand, he stated as I have that he was opposed to such legislation.
And he also indicated in response to the chairman’s opening question,
when the chairman put it to him quite bluntly, referring to his own
hill, simply to extend the life of the Export Administration Act. And
he said to Mr, Parsky, “Look, this bill isn’t going to fly in just these
simple terms, we are going to have to adopt some legislation strength-
ening the antiboycott provisions of the law.”

Mr. Parsky still said no, we can see no need for any legislation.

ANTI-JEWISIT ASPECT OF THE BOYCOTT

I want to go on to one thing Mr. Maslow said with respect to Secre-
tary Simon's statement that the boycott is not religiously based.

The Secretary frequently refers to a joint communique which our
Government and the Saudis issued within the last year which says that
the hoyeott is not hased on any form of discrimination relating to race,
color, religion, national origin, sex or age. Mr. Simon has constantly
adhered to that position,

I recently had occasion to send over to the Secretary a power of
attorney which is used when an American firm wants to make applica-
tion to regaister a trademark in a foreign country, Now, the particular
Saudi power of attorney starts out by saving “we solemnly declare
that this company is not Jewish nor controlled by Jews or Zionists.”

When T was confronted with a response by the Treasury Depart-
ment, that this Saudi attorney no longer uses this power of attorney.
I simply told the Assistant General Counsel, that that reply was
hardly a satisfactory one. and T gave him—and T would like to include
it in the record at this point—a summary of Saudi trademark law,
which states among the varions documents required is a power of
attorney. including a “Creed Declaration.”

[ The document referred to follows:]

SAUDI ARABIA

Law.——High Decree No. 33/1/4 of October 8 1939 (45 Pat, & T.M. Rev. 326) ;
Royal Decree No. M/24 of July 13, 1974.
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Conventions.—Saudia Arabia is not a member of the International Union.

Definition of a trademark—A trademark is that mark which may be stamped
on goodr in order to show that such goods belong to the proprietor of that mark.

Who may apply.—Any person claiming to be the proprietor of a trademark
may make application for the registration thereof.

What can be registered.—A registrable trademark should be composed of
letters or figures, pictures or marks or all of these, so that it mnay form a special
and distinctive type.

Not registrable.—1It is not lawful to register as a trademark:

(a) marks which do not comprise any distinctive description. or consist of
signs or descriptions which are merely the local names given to any of the
products concerned, or an ordinary sketch or picture of any mark described in
(b), (¢), (d) and (e);

(b) official marks, stamps, flags, general insignias and international symbols
or representations of any member of the Royal Family or any commodity except
school books;

(¢c) marks which contain symbols or anything which has a religious
significance ;

(d) marks of an immoral nature, or marks which may be contrary to Islamic
traditions, religipus principles and public security ;

(e) marks which are calculated to deceive the publie, or which may contain
false indications of the origin and characteristics of the goods, also well-known
marks which serve as a guaranty of the kind, make and origin of the commodities
or articles on which they are stamped. Such a mark may, however, he registered
on application by their original manufacturer or proprietors.

Classification.—A single application for registration of a mark may be made
for more than one kind of goods, but an application which is made for one kind
shall not thereafter be modified to include more than one kind. A new application
in respect of these additional goods must be submitted.

Marks in colora.—Trademarks or any part thereof may consist of a particular
color or colors, but if they are to be registered without defining the color, they
shall he considered as consisting of all colors.

Documents required—

Authorization of agent including Creed Declaration, legalized by Saudi-
Arabian or any Arab consul.

55 prints of the mark.

Electrotype (also for word mark).

Certified copy of home registration, if mark previously registered. If mark i«
not registered in home country, certified copy of any foreign registration or a
certificate legalized from the local Chamber of Commerce evidencing ownership
of the mark.

Procedure.—-An application is filed with Registrar of Trademarks, who after
receptance publishes the mark. Applicant Is notified within one month of ac-
ceptance or refusal by Registrar.

Appeal.—Applicant may appeal to higher authorities from decision of
Registrar.

Advertisement.—Accepted applications for registration are published in the
official newspaper.

Opponsition.—Any person may within six months from the date of publication
file opposition thereto in the Supreme Chamber of Commerce, and also repnrt the
same to the Registrar. The Chamber of Commerce, after investigating the ca: o
shall commmunieate its decision to the Registrar. The Chamber of Commerce is
also authorized to permit the Registrar to effect registration. subject to certain
eonditions or modifications which the Chamber may consider necessary in con-
nection with the trademark.

Effcet of registration.—Anry person registering a trademark shall be con-
sidered the sole proprietor thereof,

Duration and renewal.—A registered trademark is protected for ten years
(Hejira years which are 11 or 12 davs less than the Gregorian vear) from the
date on which application was submitted. It may be renewed for a similar period
within a period of three months before the expiration of each period. If registra-
. tion I8 not renewed the office of registration shall notify the proprietor to renew

and pay the tees within three months,

Documents for Renewal—Authorization of Agent. including Creed Declara-
tion, legalized by Saudi-Arabian or any Arab Counsel; original certificate of
registration ; 55 prints; 1 electrotype.
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"ime within which m~; & cannot be rercgistered by another—Where registra-
tion is cancelled for failure to renew, the mark cannot be reregistered by a third
party within three years from date of cancellation,

Assignment.—An assignment of a trademark must be recorded.

Daocuments required.—Authorization of agent including Creed Declaration,
legalized by Saudi-Arabian or any Arab Consul. The assigninent deed or a home
certificate of assignment, legalized by Sandi-Arabian or any Arab Consul; origi-
nal certificate of registration ; electrotype ; H% prints of the mark.

Canecllation—1f any person proves that he has used a trademark continuously
for one year hefore its registration by another, he shall have the right to own
sueh o mark, This right is a personal one and is not hereditary or transferable.

Lintitation of time for action.—After five years fromm date of registration,
ownership of mark cannot be contested.

Third party rights.—See “Cancellation,”

Customs.-—Imported goods bearing infringing marks or marks not registrahle
(see page 615), except those which are not registrable due to descriptiveness or
lack of distinctiveness may be seized and confiseated at the Customs,

Mr. Brooy. Furthermore, it was in November. on November 25,
when the Saudi Embassy here issued a press release setting forth its
policy with respect to the issuance of visas, and it stated “Saudi
Arabia does not admit anyone adhering to Zionism."

I don't need to tell this committee that Zionist is a code word for
Jow and that the Saudis so interpret that word. and indeed the Com-
merce Department. when it recently issued its revised regulations on
November 20, made plain that code words would fall within the pro-
hibition of discrimination based on race or religion.

Plainly, the Commerce Department was referring to this type of
case,

I might add one thing in conclusion; that, when the Treasury or
State Department spokesmen say that the boycott is not economie, it
is political, they are taking a position which is completely contrary
to the position taken by the Justice Department in the Bechfel case and
fully consistent with the position taken by Bechtel which, in its re-
sponse to the civil suit brought by the Justice Department, has stated
that the hoyeott is political.

Chairman Moraax. Thank you, gentlemen.

CORPORATE SUPPORT FOR ANTIBOYCOTT MEASURES

Mr. Maslow. you stated, in your testimony on page 4, U.S. business-
men have said they would be willing to defy the Arab boyeott if only
they were given some authority to do so.

Mr. Graubard makes a similar point on page 13 of his statement.

(an cither one of you furnish any concrete evidence to this effect ?

Mr. Mastow. T can tell you this. T asked pernission. where I had

received material in writing, and T was told, please don't press us, we
are afraid of reprisals, we are afraid of pressure from others in the
community, and they refused to give me permission to disclose the
names of those who had said so.

Mr. Gravsarp. We have a number of names of firms that state that
they will join us in supporting the legislation before this committee.
Isthat what vou are referring to, sir?

Chairman Moreax. Well, T am referri ing to Mr. \Lulm\ s statement.
on page 4, they would be willing to defy the Arab boycott only if they
were given some statutory authority to doso.
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Mr. Grausaro. That is right in line with what I informed you the

- heads of these major banks told me; they would like to be barred from

aiding the Arab boycott but none of them wants to stick his own par-
ticular bank’s neck out.

Chairman MorcaN. Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. BucaNaN. Mr. Chairman, first, may I say, for the record, that
we Republicans in the South run into similar problems from business-
men who will say “I am for you but I can’t afford to let my name be
publicly used because of what might happen to me in reprisal.” It has
changed alittle, but it was that way when I started.

Gentlemen, I want to thank you for a most effective case, and I think
you really made quite an impressive case.

I must say that T looked at the list of witnesses and T saw David
Brody was seated at the table but not listed among the witnesses, and
having been one of many people who have been very effectively per-
suaded by him on questions involving justice, equity, and human rights,
I wondered how he could remain a silent partner. I am pleased to see
it did not happen.

1 want to thank all of you for your most effective testimony.

Mr. Brooy. If I may respond, Mr. Chairman, to what Mr. Buchanan
said at the very outset. One of the reasons why the situation has
changed in the South in recent years is in good measure due to people
like Mr. Buchanan.

Chairman Morea~. Mr. Bingham.

Mr. Bineiras. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

I, too, would like to thank this panel of witnesses, and I think they
have made a very impressive case. And I am only sorry that more
mermnbers of the committee were not here to hear them.

STATE ANTIBOYCOTT LAWS

1 do have one or t wo small questions.

I am interested in the number of States that have adopted legisla-
tion along these lines. Do any of you have that ?

Mr, Masiow, Three: New York, Illinois, and Maryland.

M. Binanay. And you mentioned something about the Lisa Act.

Mr. Mastow. The Lisa Act is the name of the New York law. Tt
became effective January 1, 1975, It is named after the assemblyman
who introduced it.

Mvr. Binonay. Has there been any chailenge to these laws on the
ground of constitutionality that they would interfere, that they were,
in fact, impinging upon the prerogative of the Federal Government.

Mr. Masrow. Yes; New York State began a series of legislative
hearings in February 1976 and issued a subpena to General Electric
demanding its testimony. General Electric went to court and con-
tended that this area had been preempted by the Federal Government
and their complaint was dismissed and the subpena upheld.

Chairman Morean, We will be putting in the record and will
furnish you a copy of the statement by Mr. James J. Dickman, Presi-
dent of the New York Shipping Association, and I think it will
answer some of your questions. We have some extra statements. T
will see that you receive one.

[ The statement referred to follows:)
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STATECMINT OF
NEW YORK SHIPPING ASSOCIATION, INC.
TO THE
HOUSE COMMITTEL ON .NTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
ON
FORFEIGN BOYCOTTS

This statement is submitted on behalf of New York Sh.pping
Association, Inc. to the House Committee on the important issue of
foretgn boycotts. NYSA is a not-for-profit corporation, nrganized
under the laws of the State of New York, for the purpose of represent-
ing its steamship carrier members, terminal and stevedore members
and other employers of waterfront labor in Collective Bargaining Agree-
ments with the International longshoremen's Association, AFL-CIO
(I1.A) and other labor organizations. Every major steamship carrier
serving the Last Coast of the UUnited States is a member of NYSA,
NYSA and {ts members are vitally Interested in protecting the free and
unrestricted flow of foreign commerce through the Port of New York, as
well as all other ports on all four coasts f the United States.

NYSA's general position is that such free flow of foreign

commerce to and from the United States is an extremely important

factor in the econoniic well-being of the United States and its citizens.
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Any discriminatory restrictions on such free flow hurt this 1mporta;1t
national policy. It is for this reason that NYSA takes the position
that foreign boycotts of any firms, corporations or citizens of the
United States should be determined to be not only contrary to the
national policy, but also contrary to law. Boycotts of American
citizens or corporations because of thelr race or religion, or because
of their dealings with foreign nations friendly to the United States
constitute an undue restriction on Anierican commerce.

It 1s also NYSA's position that this basic and {mportant
yuestion is one of arave federal policy within the commerce and
forelgn relations of the federal government and should not be left to
the states for diverse and non-uniform regulations.

The State of New York presently has a state statute (Chapter
662 of the laws of 1975) which seeks to protect its residents from the
results of foreign boycotts., The law contains long-arm provisions
winich attempt to controi boycott activities &ccurrlng outside the State
of New York agalnst a resident of the State of New Yltirk. The statute
is a complex one, and up to the present time, to our knowledge, not a
single complaint has been filed under the provisions of the statute.
The mere existence of this statute, however, has ha:d a tremendous

impact on the movement of trade through the Port of New York and has



229

encouraged the diversion of such trade to other ports on the Atlantic
and Gulf Coasts of the United States.

Recently, the State of Maryland has passed a similar statute
which would become effective on January 1, 1977, Anti-boycott bills
are now pending in the States of Pennsylvania and New Jersey., While
cach of these bills seeks to reach the same question of foreign boycotts,
they contain dissimilar provisions and penalties, with the result that
there is a total absence of uniformity in the present and proposed state
legisiation. In brief, four different laws would reqgulate the commerce
in the major ports of the United States North Atlantic coast without
uniformity and with substantial, unresolved questions as to their
enforceability and application.

When states seek to enter the sensitive area of international
relations, each being free to decide what they consider best for the
protection of their own citizenry, the end result is harmful to the
internaifonal affair; of the United States. The particular law to be
applied on identical commodities moving in the foreign commerce of
the United States Is thus made to depend upon the accident of the port

through which such cargo 1s to move.
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The example in New York is {llustrative of that fact that
state intrusion in this area creates harm and mischief to the foreign
trade of the United States. The regulation of foreign commerce, in
our view, has always been, and should continue to be, under the
sole jurisdiction of the Federal Government.

It is the position of NYSA that any federal statute in this
area should preempt the right of the states to act in this important
area, Such a preemption provision s needed {f there is to be
uniformity in the treatment of the Boycott issue and if all citizens
of the United States are to be treated equally and alike. Unless the
policy ultimately adopted by the Federal Government provides the
exclusive remedy for discriminatory acts of boycott, the result will be
that the Federal law will be superimposed upon divergent and different
state statutes,

The law in the Port of New York will continue to be different
than that in any other port, The effect of the existing boycott on the
Port of New York would continue. Those persons, who in the past
have used the abscnce of anti-hoycott legislation in other ports as
an excuse for diverting cargo fiom the Port of New York, would con-
tinue their discriminatory acts which started at a time when there was
no effective 'ederal legislation applicable to ports other than the Port

of New Yark, In brief, the only sound method to regulate in this area
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is on an overall federal level so that all ports in the United States
operate under i{dentical and uniform rules.,

The various proposed anti-boycott bills being considered
by this Committee provide civil monctary penalties and prohibitions
against discriminatory acts. ‘I'h. New York Boycott Statute, in
certain instances, provides criminal sanctions, It is obvious that,
unless the New York State Statute is preempted by Federal action,
that a single given act of discrimination may result in the imposition
of two penalties. One of these penalties would be federal and clvil
and the other penalty might well he state and criminal. Under such
dual reqgulations, it is obvious that cargo shippers would conttnue‘ to
avoid the Port of New York and send their cargo through other Atlantic
and Gulf Coast ports,

The impact of the statute in New York has been the reverse
of that sought by its proponents, It does not protect the citizens of
the State of New York from the results of boycott.  (On the contrary,
it has resulted in millions of tons of cargo being diverted from this
Port and belng moved elsewhere, As pointed out above, such result
has not come about from any attempt to enforce the law which, in our

view, 1s unenforceable, but from the mere existence of the statute.
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Obviously, those involved in the movement of cargo to the Middle

Last have sought to avoid any question of violations of the New

York State law by not shippi.y Jirough this port. The majur shippers
of cargo to the Middle Fast have estimated that their volume of cargo
in the next 5 years will exceed 100 million payable tons. Under
normal conditions, it might be anticipated that such cargo coming

from areas naturally tributary to the Port of New York would move
through this Port; yet all of the plans that we have seen, to the present
time, provide that such cargo will be moved elsewhere. Obviously,
those moviny such cargo did not assign the existence of the New York
Statute as a reason for their major diversions. Yet, prior to January 1,
1976 - the effective date of the New York State Boycott Statute -
substantial amounts of project cargo moved th gh this Port. Many
steamship line members of NYSA have had reductions in volume of as
much as 50%. This does not mean that such cargo has been totally
lost to the American economy; it only means that such cargo is not

being carried through this port.
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The effect of the diversions of Middle Fast cargo from the
Port has had a tremendous impact not only on job opportunities of
longshoremen and other waterfront warkers, but on all of those
engaged In ancillary work in such areas as freight forwarding,
trucking, fnsurance, banking an ! other related activities. The
harmful result so far visited on the Port of New York {ndicates full
well the adverse re-sults which flow from states tampering in the area
of forelgn relations. NYSA does not disagree with the underlying
basis of the New York State law. It does, however, take the position
that the answer is not to be found in different and non-uniform state
enactments, but rather in a slnqle' national policy which should be
applicable uniformly to all citizens of the United States.

NYSA, therefore, urges the House Committee on International
Relations to adopt a single policy applicable to all foreign trade and to
specifically provide that state regulation in this area has been pre-
empted by federal regulation.

Respectfully submitted,

NEW YORK SHIPPING ASSOCIATION, INC.

Ry:

. DICKMAN
President

June 7, 1976

74-7112 O -1 - 18
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IMPACT OF STATE ANTIBOYCOTT LAWS

Mr. Bixeguay. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Would you be willing to tell us. Mr. Hyman, without naming your
client, who indicated he was glad to have the backing of a law and
that he succeeded in maintaining a position with his Arab customers
hecause of it # What State law was involved ?

Mr. Hy>ax. It was the New York State law, Mr. Bingham.

Mr. Bixanay. Thank you.

Mr, Graubard, in connection with your comments on the applica-
tion of the

Mr. Masrow. May I interrupt.?

I know a bank in Chicago sent a letter to its Mideast correspondents
saving as a result of the Illinois law which beecame effective October
1975 it no longer could honor letters of credit, I have the letter in my
possession now, but the letter ends with a statement, “Please, this 1s
confidential, do not make it public.”

But. we know that some companies are responding even to State
laws.

Mr. Bivauas. Thank you.

EXTRATERRITORIAL APPLICATION OF U.& LAW

I am a little puzzled, Mr. Graubard, as to the thrust of your com-
ments with regard to subsidiaries. T am not clear exactly whether
vou are saying that it would be possible to enforee such a law as we
are proposing here against subsidiaries of American companies based
abroad and incorporated abroad, and if it would not be possible to
enforce against such subsidiaries, then, are yvon concerned that that
might provide a loophole that might be a serious detriment to the
en forcement of the law ?

M, Gravnsarp, If T may be very precise on the factual basis, there
are few situations that would be analogous to Canada in the sitnation
that T had deseribed to you, The situation deseribed would not come
up often, and what my suggestion was is that so far as these sub-
sidiaries and afliliates of U.S, parent corporations are concerned
that is a reasonable exception that where the laws of the nation which
has jurisdiction over the subsidiary or the affiliate prohibit or permit
an act. That law. as would be inevitable in any event. would be
controlling. '

Mr. Masrow. The present regulations under the Export Adminis-
tration Act, those issued by the Departmment of Commerce, apply to
the wholly owned subsidiaries of American companies. They are re-
quired to make reports of actions taken by their subsidiaries just as
actions taken by themselves, and certainly the act which relates to the
hoyeotts imposed by the United States itself, certainly, applies to the
subsidiaries of American companies.

So, there will be no difficulty in any legislation that Congress en-
acts to make it apply to any subsidiary and certainly to affiliates 1n
which they have a controlling interest.

Mr. Binauay. I wonder if the prohibition must not be directed to
the pareat company rather than to the subsidiary?

Mr. Masrow. Yes; it should be directed to the parent company.
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Mr. Bineriam. Right, thank you.
Chairman Morean. Mr. Lagomarsino. .
j
/ EFFECT OF BOYCOTT ON ISRAEL

Mr. L.acomarsizo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I wonder if any of you gentlemen could give the committee an idea
of what the effect of the Arab boycott has been on the State o&lsrael’!

Mr. MasrLow. Statements issued by the Israeli authorities indicated
a decline in the amount of American investment in the last 2 years.
That decline may be attributable tp the worldwide recession, but I
have been told by Israeli gconomic ‘duthorities that they believe that
many American compani® are withholding the establishment of an
economic presence in Israel because to do so would be to violate the
boycott regulations and they are unwilling to do that at the moment.
‘or example, there is not a single major bank in the United States
thati has a branch in Israel. They have branches all over the Arab
world.

General Motors doesn’t have a branch :a Israel, whereas Ford
Motors does.

Many companies apparently are refraining—1 say “apparently” be-
cause this is a difficult question of - roof—refraining from economic
investments in Tsrael, and that is v aat the Arab boycott is about, to
thwart the ~conomic development of 1srael.

Mr. LacomarsiNo. T think earlier one witness pointed out that Ford
Motors was on the boycott list and General Motors isnot

Mr. Mastow. That is right.

Mr. Gravsagn, Ford is doing business in the Arab world.

Mr. LacomarsiNo, I guess there is ground for the argument using
the same facts.

Mr. Hyman. Even if there were not a material, adverse effect on
Israel, T think we should emphasize that the principle of this
matters———

Mr. Lacomarsino, I am not talking about that. We had not heard
that testimony so——

Mr. GravBarn. May I add to the answer! ‘

We have no solid evidence, evidence which T would find personally
acceptable, that the boycott is having a materially adverse economic
effect upon Israel. What may occur, however, is that the boycott en-
forced in the United States will prove to be a discouraging factor for
investments in Israel or doing business with Israel by companies that
have not in the past given it any thought at all. It is very difficult to
measure in view of the change of economic circumstances in the last
few years worldwide, to ascertain exactly how much of that change in
the Israeli balance of trade and investment is due to the boycott,

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF NEW YORK ANTIBOYCOTT LAW

Mr. Lacomarsino, I missed a reply earlier, part of a reply. ‘

Did one of you say that the U.S. Supreme Court had ruled that the
Lisa Act was constitutional

Mr. Masrow. T said a district court had held a subpena issued was
valid and rejected the ground of General Electric that the Federal
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Government had preempted the field and, therefore, there was no
room for State regulation.

Mr, LacomarsiNo. That is the only judicial determination that we
have today?

Mr. Masrow. Yes.

Mr. LacomarsiNo, Has it been otherwise challenged?

Mr. MasLow. No.

STATEMENT OF SAMUEL RABINOVE, LEGAL DIRECTOR, AMERICAN
JEWISH COMMITTEE

Mr. RaBixove We are also very much concerned about what you
might call the chilling effect of the existence of the boycott on the
American scene as far as the willingness, for example, of U.S. corpo-
rations, which certainly secks, very much, Arab business, to place Jews
in visible position within their companies because this might tend to
displease the Arabs.

Mr. Lacomarsino. Right.

I wonder if the witness who spoke would identify himself.

Mr. RaBiNove. Samuel Rabinove, legal director of the American
Jewish Committee,

Mr. MasLow. Sometimes we have companies doing things which
they may be doing on their own without any pressure at all from the
Arab countries. Gulf Oil Co. engaged a secretary in 1975 for one of
its executives to be stationed in England. She was a Christian girl.
Three weeks after she got the job she married a Jew, whereupon, she
was fired.

She filed a2 complaint with a race relations board in England, and
the complaint was upheld.

I am not cuggesting that any Arab country told Gulf Oil to fire this
secretary, but somebody was so afraid that this girl might conceivably
irriate or embarrass the company that on its own they fired this girl
and that is what may be happening even without any boycott
regulations.

Mr. LacomarsiNo. That is a good point.

ANTIBOYCOTT STEPS BY OT"YER COUNTRIES

What are other countries doing with . - d to the Arab boyvcott ?

Mr. Masrow. The only thing T know of, in Holland the Association
of Notary Publics have issued a statement forbiding any of their mem-
bers to notarize any certificates relating to the boyvcott.

Mr. Gravsarn. In other nations they are ignoring the problem in
hopes of getting more business. T am happy to state that they are not
getting more business from the Arabs because they are complying with

» boyceott, rather business continges to come to the United States
whether or not the corporations ('ow‘rn(»d adhere to the provisions of
the boyeott.

IMPACT OF ANTIBOYCOTT MEASURES

Mr. Lacosmarsino. Now, T guess the question is—or one question is,
whether that would remain the case if the legislation that you me
supporting is adopted,

Mr. Gravnarn, We feel, on the basis of experience, that there is no
question about that. One thing the Arabs have shown very clearly of
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late, and that is, that they are very interested indeed in keeping their
petrodollars at work as effectively as they can. .

They come to the United States because of our higher precision,
higher quality items, because, competitively, we do better, and, I
think, as well, because they do not fear, as they do from certain East-
ern European nations, political consequences of engaging in business
with us.

The result has been that the U.S. trade increases and it does soon a
strictly business like basis, and there are examples after examples to
show that where the corporations from whom the Arabs want goods or
services say, “We are going to ignore your boycott,” they don’t lose
business.

Mr. Mastow. Saudi Arabia is now engaged in a vast development
program. May I supplement the answer.

Millions and millions of dollars are being spent building roads,
ports, harbors, and so on and establishing universities—the U.S. Corps
of Engineers, in effect, have been named the agency for Saudi Arabia
in drafting the specifications, selecting the contractors, supervising
the bids, and HEW specialists now are advising Saudi Arabia how
you set up a university, They have done this because we are the best
source of information about universities, having the best educational
system in the world, barring none, and have better construction
companies.

Now. will anybody tell me that Saudi Arabia_is now going to dis-
rupt all of this program and go where—to Italy, to France, to
Germany, to England # Who is going to do this for them, and why did
they select this country in the first place.

Mr. LacomarsiNo. All of you pointed out that, using my words, to
some extent, at least, in some cases, the boycott is perhaps more pro
forma than an actuality, Then you see that as a reason. as you just did.
that if this legislation is adopted we will not lose business. Am'I
misstating ?

Mr. Masrow. No. I said the boycott was a bluff. Tt is not pro forma.
There are hundreds of companies issuing these certificates and prob-
ably avoiding doing business with blacklisted suppliers. To that ex-
tent, it is real.

I said it isa bluff in that the Arabs would back down.

Mr. Lagomarsivo. In that they do back down in some cases?

Mr. Masrow. Yes.

Mr. Gravsarn. The boycott’s effects on business cannot be separated
from its effects upon people.

Mr. LagoMarsivo. T understand that.

Chairman Moraan. The time of the gentleman from California
has expired.

Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GrLman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

_ Gentlemen, we appreciate hearing your views on this important
issue.
PROHTBITING BOYCOTT COMPLIANCE OR DISCLOSURE

With regard to the legislation, which do yvou prefer, the Bingham
approach, prohibiting and outlawing compliance, or the Koch ap-
proach, which goes to disclosure ?

Could we hear vour opinions?
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Mr. HymaN. Ideally I would say——

Mr. BingHaM. Just a moment.

Would the gentleman yield{ _

I think, in fairness to Mr. Koch, possibly, the gentleman, Mr. Gil-
man, was not here when he explained these in favor of the prohibition
as well as the provisions of the Stevenson amendment, which is com-
parable to the original Koch-Scheuer proposal. He explained that he
was in favor of both points.

But it is true that the Stevenson amendment does not go to the pro-
hibition of the secondary boycott.

Mr. Bropy. We would all favor the Bingham-Rosenthal approach,
which would ban compliance with all boycott requests.

Mr. Gimav, Isit entirely possible, if agreement—

Mr. Masrow. We favor both the reporting and prohibition, and the
reporting is an instrument in enforcing the prohibition. We would
like both.

PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION

Mr. GiLman. Do you feel that the Rosenthal provision is important
to provide a right of action against corporations by the individual?

Mr, Masrow. Yes; I believe 1t is important.

May I point out, as well, one of the effects which hasn’t been men-
tioned by any witnesses of enactment of Federal legislation is that it
will encourage many agencies of the Government, which, up to now,
have not been willing or able to do something, to lend their help in
enforcement.

The SEC can then get involved. The Department of Justice can get
involved. The Comptroller of the Currency can get involved. Apart
from them, it is wise to allow the private right of action under the
Antitrust Act. Such a right already exists, and there ought to be a
similar right under the Export Administration.

PENALTIES

Mr. Brooy. Furthermore, I would add, the penalties under the
Koch-Scheuer bill only call for a $10,000 monetary penalty for violat-
ing the law, That penalty is hardly adequate, although there are, of
course, criminal penalties.

Mr. Giman. What sort of penalty would you recommend?

Mr. Bropby. I would recommend the same rule applicable to anti-
trust violations, treble damages.

Mr. Hrman. With regard, sir, to the private right of action ques-
tion that you asked, I think it is important to note that even the ad-
ministration bill, originally introduced by Representative Hutchinson,
contained a private right of damage clause.

APPLICATION OF THE BOYCOTT

Mr. GiLman. There has been some testimony about some of the
Arab nations being more stringent in their requirement than others.
There has been a differentiation between commercial contracts and
defense contracts.

Do you detect any alleviation of the boycott requirements in recent
months by any of the Arab nations?
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Mr. Grausarp. May I say, historically, each nation originated its
own boycott laws. They have a committee to ccordinate. But each one
maintains its own set of laws, and as exhibits, we have annexed these
statutes to our testimony, with the request that they be printed.

We have noted that there seems to be an a'leviation of the stringency
of the boycott, I think, in large part, it is due to the interest that the
Congress is taking in this situation. The Arabs would rather compro-
mise and go easy 1n certain areas than to have the absolute prohibition
that we are requesting.

I do not believe that Secretary Simon was correct when he thought
that it was American diplomacy that is achieving this.

Mr. GiLmaN. You mentioned that cach natio. has their own regula-
tion, Is there one agency, an Arab agency, here in this Nation, that
oversees the boycott program ¢ )

Mr. Mastow. There is a Central Boycott Office in Damascus but it
has only advisory powers. It cannot command any one of its constit-
uents to follow its dictates, and that is why there are such differences.

In addition, some Arab countries, Morocco, for example, have no
separate boycott list at all, and enforcement, therefore, by Morocco,
18 very weak. There is no mandatory authority in the Arab League
that can impose a uniform boycott or can assist in its uniform
enforcement.

Mr. Giuaan. Thank you.

Mr. Gravsarn. May I add, there are United States-Arab Chambers
of Commerce in the United States that are utilized by the Arab League
for the purpose of aiding and abetting the boycott.

Chairman Moraan. The Chair wishes to state he wants to finish
today, if possible.

I wonlfl like to move along with the other witnesses.

The time of the gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. Bropy. Before the panel leaves, on behalf of the panel, I want to
pay our respect to you, Mr. Chairman, on the occasion of your retire-
ment from Congress. You have done a tremendous leadership job as
chairman of this committee. Only recently you shepherded the foreign
aid bill through the House by a vote of 255 to 140, and we look to you,
Mr. Chairman to . likewise with the antiboycott bill.

I think it was Congressman Koch who said he would be delighted to
call it the Morgan bill. I would join with him in this respect, and we
look to vour leadership to get a strong bill through the House.

Chairman Moraax. Thank you, David.

I would like to put in the record at this point a letter from.J. L. Stan-
ton, Maryland Port Authority. and, also. would like to submit for the
record, statements submitted by Hon. William J. Green Member of
Congress, and Anthony Scotto. international vice president and legis-
lative director of the International Longshoremen's Association.

[ The statements referred to follow:]

JuNE 3, 1976,
Hon. THoMAs E. MoRgaN,
Che'rman, International Relations Committee, U.S. House of Represcatatives,
Washington, D.C,

DEAR CHATRMAN MORGAN : The Maryland Port Administration, a state agency
charged with the overall development of the Port of Baltimore, strongly urges
favorable consideration by your Committee of H.R. 10882 as an effective measure
to prevent discrimination against U.S. minorities brought about by some Middle

‘astern countries through certain hoycott measures. This strong plea is reflective
of the position of Baltimore's maritime industry and our port labor,
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Fallure to enact a strong international bill prohibiting compliance by U.8.
firms or citizens with the Arab boycott has resulted in geveral states, including
Maryland, passing state laws aimed at preventing compliance with such boyeofts,

Clearly, this is an ineffective way to eliminate dixerimination against certain
citizens of the United States as it is our considered opinion that this is a national
issue and not foealized to any state or region of the country,

The effect of state legislation, as has been demonstrated by the experience of
New York State, has been the diversion of Middle East-bound cargoes from ports
in that state to other ports where such state measures have not heen passed.

The Port of Baltimore, now handling substantial Middle East cargoes, is
threatened witl: diversion of this business to other ports when our lIaw becomes
effecidve January 1, 1977, Obviously, this will have a severe finpact on the economy
of the State of Maryland. Our contacts with U.N, shippers moving cirgoes to
the Middle East elearly indicate that these shippers will simply divert their
bhusiness from Baltimore to other seaports where anti-diserimination legislation
hax not been enacted.

Obviously, this ix not in the hest interest of the State of Maryland nor of the
nation as a whole. Thix diversion of business from traditional ports seriously
disrupts the normal flow of international commerece, adversely impacts the
economy of states that have attempted to prevent discrimination and fails to
eliminate compliance with a foreign-imposed boyeott that should he abhorrent to
all Ameriean citizens,

Again we strongly urge a favorable report from yvour Committee on this im-
portant legislation,

Sincerely yours,
J. .. STANTON,
Maryland Port Administrator.

STATEMENT oF HoN. WILLIAM J. GREEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN (CONGRESS
FROM THE NSTATE OF PEXNSYLVANIA

Mr. Chajirman, I appreciate the opportunity to make this statetzent on the Arab
economie boyeott,

The hoyeott is not only directed toward Israel : it has secondary and tertinry
gouls as well: preventing American industry from doing husiness with Israel,
and pressuring American firms into diseriminating against other Ameriean com-
panies which are on the boyeott hlacklist,

The lnnguage of the Export Administration Aet ix ineffective in dealing with
the boycott. The Act merely “discourages” complinnee with sueh aetivities, The
iaw must be modified so that American firms are not placed in the difficult posi-
tion of having to discriminate against other Awerican firms in order to get busi-
ness from the Arab world, I believe the law shinld require American businesses
to deny Arab boyeott requests as the Koeh-Scheuer Lill, which T have 0-8pon-
sored, would provide.

Let us be c¢lear on one point: the Arab boyeott is not only anti-Israel, it is
anti-Tewish. For what othier renson would the Arabs request information on the
religicn of American workers sent to the Arab nations. or blacklist American
firms with Jewish officers or stockholders. It Americans don't tolerate discriming-
tion on the basis of religion under their own laws, it is unconxcionable that we
should tolerate Arab anti-semitic blackmail of our business community.,

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY ScoTTo. VICE PRESTDENT AND LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR,
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN'S Assocrarion, AFL-CTO

(:mul_mornimz. My name is Anthonv Scotto. T am privileged to serve as the
President of TLA Loeal 1814 in Brooklyn, New York. T also serve ac Vice Presi-
dent of the International Union and asits Legislative Director,

The International Longshoremen's Association, AFT~CIO. i the largest Iabor
organization representing longshoremen and other waterfront craft workers
In the United States, Its furisdiction covers the ports from Maine to Texas,
the Grea t Lakes and Puerto Rico. ~

lt. also” has affiliated locals in the St Lawrence Seaway ports and in the
maritime provinces of Canada. In all. the ILA represents some 130.000 men
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who handie most of the cargo that moves in the foreign trade of the United
States.

It is because of these responsibilities, and hecause of my concern for the
livelihoods of these thousands of longshoremen and their families, that I appear
before you this morning. The 1LA also believes that the issues before this Com-
mittee affect fundamental American values.

A distinction must be made here. 1 personally believe that free trade between
the Arab countries and lsrael would benefit the entire Mideast region. It would
also reduce the risk of war. But, I recognize that sovereign nations have a
right to refuse to deal with Israel.

This right, however, does not, and should not, permit any foreign nation to
pit one American against another; particularly when such conflict can generate
and has generated ethnic overtones in this Country.

Nor, should American commercial activities be forced to serve the policy
objectives of foreign governments. These are infringements on American
sovereignty. We feel they demand a Federal response.

At this very moment, the Congressional declaration of policy enunciated in
the Export Administration Act (50 United States Code, Appendix subsection
2402(5) (A)) 18 being violated by the operation of a boycott by foreign actions
against nations friendly to the United States. There are no statutory sanctions
to enforce this declaration of Congressional policy. Thus, compliance is largely
voiuntary. This creates a vacuum in which private parties, must implement
or Ignore, American policy. ‘

The several States have moved into this vacuum and acted to protect the
rights of their citizens. New York State has enacted an “anti-boycott” statute
under which the prohibited activity is an “unlawful discriminatory practice”.
Maryland, too, has enacted a similar statute which will take effect on Jan-
uary 1, 1977. Similar legislation is pending in the legislatures of New Jersey
and Pennsylvania. Each of these statutes approaches the problem differently
and will, therefore, impose different penalties, even though each State is seek-
ing the same end—opposition to boycotts, “by foreign countries against other
countries friendly to the United States.”

The only statute currently in effect is New York's Lisa Lato. Thus, the inter-
national cargo and the commercial and financial transactions which are part
of the movement of the cargo through the Fort of New York are subject to
unique restrictions—restrictions that do not affect any other port.

‘ven prior to the enactment of this law, the Port of New York, a major
source of wealth for the Metropolitan region, was in a steep decline. The Port'’s
total share of American imports and exports has fallen off drastically. The
reasons include the cost of doing business in the Port, the shifts of population
and industry fror the Northeast, lack of integrated railroad facllities, the
imposition of ligh erage charges and containerization. Almost 20,000 jobs have
been lost in water transportation alone since 1970,

And now, the new “anti-boycott” law in New York State is causing a disturb-
ing acceleration ir the loss of that port’s business. Briefly, the Arab boycott
of Israel includes trade restrictions on United States exporters to Arab cnun-
tries. Exporters and related service organizations, such as banks and freight
forwarders, must certify in writing that exports to Arab countries do not cortain
Israeli-made components, the ship Is not Israeli-owned, and 8o on. As we have
previously stated, similar legislation has been ensacted in Maryland and s
pending in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. It can, therefore, affect the livelihood
of longshoremen in our other major ports as well. :

The U.8. Department of Commerce issued new regulations in December pro-
hibiting United States exporters from taking any action, including the certi-
fication or signing of agreements, that has the effect of supporting a restrictive
trade practice when that certification or agreement promotes discrimination
against a United States citizen or company.

But if there {8 no discrimination against a United States citizen or firm, an
exporter under United States law is merely ‘“encouraged and requested’ to
refuse to comply with the restrictive trade practice,

New York State’s boyeott law makes it illegal for any person to aid or abet
a boyeott against Israel or many other countries, A laudable gesture indeed.
But in the final analysis, the Port of New York is at a disadvantage because

:r is affected not only by Federal regulations, but a more encompassing state
aw. . '
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Some illustrations of the loss of cargo that ls “naturally tributary” to the
Port of New York were cited in a statement issued by the New York Chamber
of Commerce within only weeks after the state statute was enacted. I quote:

“Manufacturers and other suppliers of goods formerly moving cargo to Arab
destinations from New York are now shipping via Philadelphia, Baltimore,
Norfolk and Boston.

“A major manufacturer whose exports to Saudi Arabia this year and over
the next few years will total several billions of dollars, is now shipping through
Houston., These will amount to 2-3 million tons of eargo, cargo which would
have been handled by a New York foreign freight forwarder, a New York
export packing company, several New York trucking companies, the longshore
labor force at a number of Brooklyn piers and the steamship lines carrying
the cargo, with New York banks confirming the letters of credit. With some
60-90 jobs in New York dependent upon every million dollars of exports, the
impact by the diversion of cargo by just one company is obviously huge.

“One freight forwarder informed us that they had to open an office in Houston,
and staff it with over 50 people who were moved from New York. About a
dozen other forwarders advised us that because were planning similar moves
out of New York.

“One packing company reported that effective March 1st, they were dismissing
10 workers, which represents the staff needed to pack for just one account that
diverted. Another customer of their was to start shipping through New York
this year has changed its plans, New jobs that would have been available for
at least 6 additional employees, no longer exist.

“One major New York multinational corporation, still in the decision-making
process of whether to move its headquarters and staff, from New York State,
indicated that this law may well be the straw that hroke the camel's back for
them,

“Another manufacturer has held up shipments totalling $1 million for the
month of Jannary, and this will be compounded at the rate of $1 milion a
month, all of which would have been New York business.

“Two companies in New York have indicated that their New York sales offices
are not taking any new orders here, but are considering filling the orders from
their European factories.

“At least five export companies have reperted that they are now receiving
letters of eredit confirmed by banks in New Jersey, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin,
whereas they were formerly all confirmed by New York banks.

“One petrolenm company stated they are considering closing its N.Y. opera-
tion entirely, The air cargo shipments for one major manufacturer which total
about 5 million pounds a year, will now he shipped via other airports.

“An association of export companies, most of them in New York and represent-
ing over a thonuand manufacturers for export sales, reported that many of its
members are eontemplating moving their offices ont of New York to New Jersey,
and nsing other ports to ship their eargoes. This one group handles close to one
hillion dollars of T.8. exports annually. and employs several hundred people,

“Cargo solicitors for steamship lines have heen recommending to midwest
shippers to nse ports other than New York becanse of the onerous uncertainties
of the law.”

Beeanse the State of New York has assuined the burden of implementing Con-
gressional poliey. the enst has heen great. Tt will be greater.

In 1974, United States exports to the Arab countries had a value of $3.4 hillion.
In 1975, the prajected figure is hetween $3 and 7 billion, In the past, a very
large portion of this trafic moved through the Port of New York. There is good
reason to believe that much of the future traffic to the Persian Gulf and the
Red Sea. which very likely will he the richest trade route in the world fer the
next 10 years. will he diverted from the Port of New York. The effect on workers
thronghont the State and region could be devastating.

Next yvear Marvland will face similar strains. And other states, asx we have
already pointed out, may follow, In fact. even thoueh the Maryland boycott law
will not take effect until next Jannary, international shippers who have histori-
cally utilized that major port have already cautioned that instead of researching
the statute tp determine whether or not it conld effect them. will just take the
simpler course of diverting their business from Baltimore to ports where there
are no so-called state anti-«liserimination laws.
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The confusion that resalts from a multitude of diverse state and federal laws
cannet be good for international commerce and thus our American ports. And, a
uniform approach can only be achieved through federal action.

While legal counsel has advised me that federal legislation would off-set the
Jocal statutes, they have urged a specific preemption provision to eliminate all
possible doubt,

I thank you for this opportunity to express our views and hope that legislation
dealing with this problem will be enacted.

Chairman MoreAN. As our next witnesses, we have at the table Mr.
Edwin L. Jones, president of the J, A. Jones Construction co., and
Mr. Peter (Guttman.

Mr. Jones, we are going to let you lead off as the first witness.

STATEMENT OF EDWIN L. JONES, JR., PRESIDENT OF J. A. JONES
CONSTRUCTION CO., REPRESENTING THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL
CONRTRACTORS OF AMERICA

Mr. Joxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My name is Edwin L. Jones, Jr. I am president of the .Y, A. Jones
Co., Inc., of Charlottee, N.C. We are construction cont:actors and
operate extensively throughout the United States, in :aany foreign
countries, and are present%y engaged in construction work in Saudi
Arabia in excess of $400 million.

I appear here today representing the Associated General Contrac-
tors, of America and am accompanied by Richard C. Creighton, assist-
ant executive director of that organization.

I am also speaking today for the National Constructors Association,
an organization composed of 46 international engineering and con-
struction firms who performed approximately $15 billion worth of
overseas work in 1975, That organization fully shares our concerns
and our views regarding this proposed legislation,

I have a letter from NCA to A&C, which I ask be made a part of the
record of these hearings.

[The letter referred to follows:]

NATIONAL CONSTRUCTORS ABBOCIATION,

. Waashington, D.C., June 9, 1976.

Mr. JAMEs M. SPROUSE,

E.rmuuv;;) %lce President, Associated General Contractors of America, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Deas JiM: The National Constructors Association shares the concerns which
your organization has expressed in its opposition to the Anti-Boycott proposals
which are currently pending before the Congress. Our members which perform
overseas work u.¢ vitally interested in assuring an American presence in all
international markets, and feel that this pending legislation would be severely
detrimental to the attalnment of that objective. We also agree that the problems
of discrimination under this boycott are much more suited to resolution through
diplomatic channels as a foreign policy problem.

Therefore, in your testimony before the House Committee on International
Relations tomorrow, you may indicate that the National Constructors Associa-
tion fully supports your statement on this matter. It may assist you to know that
the NCA is composed of 48 international-engineering and construction firms
which performed approximately $15 billlon worth of overseas work in 1975
We are unable to ascertain exactly how much of this work is performed in areas
which would he affected by this legislation, although it would appear to he a
substantial portion.

Very truly yours,
C. R. FITZGERALD, President.
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ABSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS

Mr. Jones. The Associated General Contractors of America is a
national trade association representing 8,100 general contracting con-
struction firms, with 114 chapters throughout the 50 States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. In addition, AGC has an associate
membership of some 17,500 subcontractors, suppliers and other firms
closely related to general contractors.

AGC members put into place 60 percent of all contract construction
done annually in the United States and roughly one-third of all inter-
national construction done by American firms.

AGC and our 8,100 member companies are firmly opposed to dis-
crimination of any type based on religious or ethnic factors. AGC has
long advocated equal opportunity with regard to both hiring and train-
ing of all employees regardless of race, color, creed, national origin,
orsex. Discrimination against individuals or firms on this basis should
not be tolerated.

OPPOSITION TO ANTIBOYCOTT LEGISLATION

However, AGC does oppose antiboycott legislation which is cur-
rently being considered in both Houses of Congress because we feel
that 1t would have a seriously detrimental effect on the future role of
the American businessman in the vast and rapidly developing Middle
East market. This, in turn, would adversely affect the total Armerican
economy.

Legislation designed in such a manner would prevent American
construction companies from working abroad in certain countries, and
would have a serious effect on the domestic employment situation for
17.S. suppliers and construction companies which are now experiencing
the higﬁest unemployment rate of any industry in this Nation.

AGC feels that the boycott problem is not one to be solved by the
American businessman or by legislation, but one that shculd be ap-
proached as a foreign policy problem ~nd resolved through normal
diplomatic channels.

FCONOMIC L0888 FROM ANTIBOYCOTT LEGISLATION

; AGC opposes such restrictive legislation based on the following
acts:

One: The planned construction programs in the oil-rich nations
during the next 5 vears are estimated to exceed $200 billion. It is
expected that American firms would participate in at least 15 percent
of this market or approximately $30 billion. Secretary Simon said
vesterday before this committee he estimated 20 percent or some $40
billion worth.

Two: The magnitude of the construction programs is attracting
gon.\petition from competent international contractors on a worldwide

asis.

Three : T.S. contractors can successfully compete if not restricted by
this proposed legislation. For example, the trade press reports that 39
of the larger T.S. contractors were awarded contracts in excess of $7.5
billion in the Middle East in 1975.
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Four: U.S. contractors, when successful in obtaining international
contracts, purchase goods and services from other U.S. firms which, in
the future, could vastly improve our balance of payments and greatly
contribute to the reduction of unemployment in construction and its
allied fields.

Five: The forfeiture of this vast construction market to other na-
tions would have longlasting adverse effects on the ability of U.S.
businessmen to compete in future international markets.

Six: The denial to U.S. indugtry of the opportunity to participate
in the oil-rich market areas would have no stabilizing benefits to the
prospects of peace in the Middle East.

Seven: It has been estimated that the adoption of legislation re-
quiring al! U.S. industry to refuse to adhere to the boycott provisions
would result in the loss of 800,000 jobs throughout the United States.

Eight: The boycott is imposed worldwide and no other country has
le 'sﬁxted against it.

ine: Arab countries do not need the services of American construe-
tion firms, for Korean, Pakistani, Italian, French, German, English,
Nationalist Chinese, Greeks, and others are capable of building 100
percent of the requirements of the Arabs and furnish all equipment
and materials without buying any American equipment and materials.

Ken: All purchase of equipment, matetrial, and services produce
more purchases and more jobs for other Americans of every race, c_olor,
or religion, and taxes paid provide welfare help for many Americans
of all races, color, or re{)i ion.

In other words, sir, this turns tax eaters into taxpayers, if we can
provide jobs for Americans. If we cannot, it turns taxpayers into
tax eaters.

The choice is yours.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[ The prepared statement of Mr. Jones follows:]

PREPARED NTATEMENT OF EbpwiIN I, JoNES, Jk., REPRESENTING THE ASSOCIATED
GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA

The Associated General Contractors of America i+ a national trade association
representing 8,000 general contracting construction firms, with 114 chapters
throughout the 50 states, the District of Columbia and 'uerto Rico. In addition,
AGCQC has an associate membership of some 17,500 subcontractors, suppliers and
other firms closely related to general contractors. AGC members put into place
£0 percent af all contrict construction done annually in the United States and
rouzhly a third of all international construction done by American firms.

AGC and our 8,000 member companies are firmly opposed to discrimination
of any type baged on religious or ethnic factors. AGC has long advocated equal
oppartunity with regard to both hiring and training of all employees regardiess
of race, color, creed, national origin or sex. Discrimination against individuals
or firms on this basts should not be tolerated.

However, AGC does oppose anti-boycott legislation which is currently being
considered in both Houses of Congress because we feel that it would have a
serlously detrimental effect on the future role of the American businessman
in the vast and rapidly developing Middle East market. This, in turn, wouid
adversely affect the total American economy. .

Legislation designed in such a manner would prevent Americaa construction
companies from working abroad in certain countries and would have a serious
effect on the domestic employment situation for U.8. suppliers and construction
companies which are now experiencing the highest unemployment rate of any
industry in this nation.
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AGC feels that the boycott problem is not one to be solved by the American
businessman or by legislation, bni one that should he approached as a foreign
policy problem and resoived through normal diplomatic chaunels.

AGC opposes such restrictive legislation based on the following facts:

(1) The planned construction programs in the oil-rich nations during the
next 5 vears are estimated to exceed $200 billion. It is expected that American
firms would participate in at least 15 percent of the market or approximately
$30 billion.

(2) The magnitude of the construction programs is attracting competition
from competent international contractors on a world-wide basis.

(3) U.S. contractors can successfully compete if not restricted by this pro-
posed legislation. For example. the trade press reports that 39 of the larger
U.S. contractors were awarded contruacts in excess of $7.5 billion in the Middle
sast in 1975.

(4) U.S. contractors, when successful in obtaining international contracts, -
purchase goods and services from other U.S. firms which, in the future, could
vastly improve our balance of payments and greatly contribute to the reduction
of unemployment in construction and its allied flelds.

(5) The forfeiture of this vast construction market to other nationals
wonld have long-lasting adverse effects on the ability of U.S, businessmen
to compete in future international markets.

(6) The denial to U.K, industry of the opportunity to participate in the oil-
rich market areas would have no stabilizing benefits to the prospects of peace
in the Middle East.

(7) It has been estimated that the adoption of legislation requiring all U.8.
industry to refuse to adhere to the boycott provisions would result in the loss
of 800,000 jobs throughout the United States.

(R) The boycott s imposed world-wide and no other country has legislated
against it.

The hoycott and its related effects are complex issues swayed by emotional
considerations. We should not over-react and adopt punitive legisl:- tion that is
clearly not in the best interest of our nation and all of its people.

We urge the Congress not to mandate a policy of confrontation which would
work to the detriment of U.S. interest.

Chairman Moraan. Mr. Guttmann.

STATEMENT OF H. PETER GUTTMANN, PAST PRESIDENT OF INTER-
NATIONAL ENGINEERING COUNCIL, ON BEHALF OF THE
AMERICAN CONSULTING ENGINEERS COUNCIL

Mr. Gorrmany. Mr. Chairman, my name is I1. Peter Guttmann,
T am a vice president and principal of Stanley Consultants, Inc., of
Muscatine, Iowa. a large firm of international consultants engaged in
engineering, architecture. management, and planning.

1 appear today on behalf of the American Consulting Engineers
Council, a professional association representing over 3,000 consulting
engineering firms in private practice, and in my capacity as immediate
past chairman of the council’s International Engineering Committee.

With me, on my left, to your right, is Mr. William J. Birkhofer,
Director of Business Development for Winzler and Kelly, Inc., of
Eureka. Calif.. a member of the International Engineering Committee
of American Consulting Engineers Council, and to my right, your
left, sir, Mr. Ronald M. Marcus, the director of Federal programs of
the American Consulting Engineers Council.

ACEC appreciates this opportunity to appear. Onr purpose in
appearing is not to urge vou to take a specific position for or against
the amendments to the Export Administration Act of 1969 directed
at the boycott, but rather to share with you some of the experience of
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the engineering profession and to try to provide you with additional
information which may be helpful to you in vour decisionmaking
processes.

While I am an engineer and do not purport to be an expert on
international law or the reach or impact of the U.S. antitrust laws,
I have had firsthand professional involvement in the Middle East
and A frica over some 30 years,

IMPACT OF ENGINEERING ACTIVITY OVERSEAS

Engineers from developed countries functioning in developing
countries—which the Arab States, although affluent with recent petro-
leum revenues, really are—have wide-ranging im{mct, helping to set
economic forces in motion which may result in the export of goods
and services, construction equipment, building - materials, capital
goods, follow-on assistance and the like.

The engineering function on any one foreign project may be rela-
tively small in terms of dollars, but the materials and equipment
specified in foreign work does, in the aggregate, account for billions
of dollars in American sales to foreign countries. The services of U.S.
design firms assist in the orderly transfer of technology and in the
cconomic development of the less well-developed areas of the world.

The following figures are based upon figures contained in an article
in the May 20, 1976, issue of Engineering News Record describing the
500 largest American design firms:

Of the 500 largest firms, 187 reported $436 million in 1975 billings
with respect to work in 135 foreign countries. In all, billings to foreign
clients during 1975 amounted to 14 percent of the total volume of
business signed up by top design firms last year. Furthermore, of the
187 design firms reporting foreign work, 103 firms billed $180.5 mil-
lion to owners in Arab nations, twice as many as in 1974. Total 1975
billings to Arab countries represents 41.1 percent of the total foreign
billings for the past year. In terms of employment, American design
firms are estimated to have tens of thousands of people on their payroll
for Mideast work.

MIDDLE EAST MARKET

The Arab States have provided a fertile market for 10.S. engineer-
ing firms. Due to the fourfold increases in_the price of imported oil
brought about by OPEC, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the United Arab
Emirates, Traq. and other nations in the Middle East-African com-
munity have almost overnight become the world’s wealthiest nations.

The large amounts of wealth they have accumulated has given these
nations the meansto do something about development-related problems
and the demand for public services and facilities—new buildings,
roads, bridges, water and sewage systems, powerplants and the like.
The technical know-how required to operate and maintain these is
very substantial. In Saudi Arabia, where the current Five-Year Plan
calls for an expenditure of some $143.5 billion, the United States stands
to harvest at least 30 percent of the business related to the Saudi de-
velopment effort bet ween now and 1980. ‘

American engineers and constructors involved in the Middle East
have been in a position to render substantial assistance to American
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manufacturer of capital and consumer goods by introducing U.S.
products into the Middle East, and, as a result, have substantially in-
creased demand for a wide variety of U.S. goods and services.

The growth in exports of American goods and technology at high
levels to the OPEC nations represents, of course, one important means
of alleviating the devastating effect of OPEC’s high foreign oil prices
on our balance of trade. We face, however, keen competition for
“petrodollars.”

COMPETITION FROM OTHER COUNTRIES

In most instances the goods and services provided kv American com-
panies are readily offered by the British, French, Swiss, Scandi-
navians, (fermans, or Japanese. In the field of professional engineer-
ing, for example, there is no question that many nations of Western
Europe and Japan have the technical expertise and experience to per-
form the same high technology services provided by American firms.
And while it is true that American goods and technology are his-
torically preferred, the assumption that the Arab world may abandon
its commitment to the boycott simply to continue its access to American
market appears to be without substantial foundation.

So, the United States of America is not alone in its interest in the
Middle East. Other nations, particularly those of the oil-deficient
European community and Japan, have an even stronger presence
throughout the Middle East. Engineers and businessmen from these
nations are present there and seeking opportunities in direct com-
petition with Americans,

To strengthen the competitive stance of their businessmen and pro-
fessionals, foreign governments today employ a variety of methods
literally to underwrite the business development costs of their re-
spective private business communities. They offer government-to-gov-
ernment guarantees and inflation insurance, tax incentives and highly
attractive export promotion programs. In fact, most foreign govern-
ments operating in the Middle East and elsewhere do far more to
assist their businessmen in the business development effort than does
the United States. ,

That, however, is not a bone of contention I wish to pick with you
here today.

IMPACT OF ANTIBOYCOTT MEASURES

W _ in the professional engineering community who have been work-
ing in the Middle East expect that legislative provisions designed to
make cooperation and compliance by American firms in the economic
boycott of Israel subject to additional legal barriers, would have
significant impact upon American exports in this area, ACEC does not
say this necessarily determines what the U.S. policy should be with
respect to the proposed amendments, but does wish the decision to be
based upon full consideration of the possible consequences.

The normal risks and hardships of doing business in the interna-
tional marketplace and particularly the Middle East and Africa al-
ready are extremely inhibiting. Adding to these the proposed boycott-
related restrictions may, for some engineering firms and others now



249

(l*.)ngaged in Mideast commerce, become the straws that break the camel’s
ack.

By this I mean that we should face the fact that for some U.S. com-
panies which have the technical know-how, the financial resources,
the best, prospects for future business in the Middle East and a keen
interest 1n such work, additional boycott-related restrictions might
become the cause for relocation of their international operations to
overseas locations so as to be free to compete for Middle East engi-
neering assignments. Others may abandon Middle East activities,
Firms newly exploring Middle EKast opportunities will not venture
further, The net result of such actions would, of course, be a loss of
taxes, foreign exchange income, and jobs in the United States.

PROTECTION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION

I want to make my position and the position of the American Con-
sulting Engineers Council unmistakably clear—we view the protection
of American citizens against discrimination on the basis of race, cotor,
sex, or religion as of paramount importance. We applaud congressional
and executive branch efforts to protect the rights of American citizens
in that regard but are hopeful that the Congress in its efforts can find
a solution which does not necessarily foreclose American engineers
and other American interests from activities in the growing Middle
East marketplace.

I am not suggesting that I think we will see an end to the boycott
in the near future. I am suggesting, however, that of the three levels
at which the boycott is applied—primary, secondary and tertiary—it
is at the tertiary level where the possibility for direct discrimination
agninst American citizens has existed and it is at this level where I be-
lieve some progress is already being made.

As to the application of the boycott at the primary and seconda
levels, that is, direct refusal of the Arab States to deal with Israg,
and the combined pressures of the Arab States on third parties not to
deal with Tsrael. T would characterize these activities as an unfortu-
nate, but not entirely unexpected, consequence of the continuing state
of war between the Arabs and the Israelis. In my view, the only ef-
fective key to ending the hoycott is the arrival at a fair settlement for
a lasting peace in the Middle East at the diplomatic level.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE BOYCOTT

A number of antiboycott measures before the Congress would add
specific prohibitions directed at the compliance by U.S. firms with the
boycott against Israel. We belicve that compliance by a U.S. business
with an Arab boycott-related request does not necessarily mean that
the firm is actively participating in the boycott of Israel or condones
it.

To illustrate this point, let me give you an example: After many
years in domestic business, ABC Company has made a decision to
enter the international market. Following extensive market research,
the company’s management has determined that. on the basis of de-
mand and ability to pay for the goods or services it offers, Saundi
Arabia represents the most solid potential market.

74772 0 - 18 - 17
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In registering itself with the various government ministries with
which it hopes to do business, ABC' Company learns that it must pro-
vide a certificate that it is not now doing any business in Israel, nor
does it have any plans to do business there in the future. If faced with
a provision prohbiting boycott compliance by a U.S. firm. a potential
exporter of goods or services such as ABC Company could not furnish
the certificate of its intent not to do business in Israel, even though
the reason for ABC’s decision involves nothing more than its basic
sound market strategy. Hence. the ABC C'ompany would be effec-
tively precluded from doing business in Saudi Arabia.

ABSENCE OF MARKET IN ISRAEL FOR FOREIGN ENGINEERING FIRMS

This example constitutes a serious potential problem for many en-
gineering firms offering professional design services and other com-
panies involved in technology transfer, particularly, since as a prac-
tical matter, they usually cannot do business in or with Israel because
Israel already has skilled engineers and technicians who offer the
came services, usually at lower cost.

In Israel, U.S. professional design services are rarely used. In the
international marketplace, Israelis compete successfully against U.S.
firms as thev enjoy considerable protection from their government.
Israeli firms have even been known successfully to compete in the
United States for U.S. AID financed projects. .

On the other hand, the Arab nations are a desirable market, par-
ticularly owing to the lack of sufficient numbers of trained and quali-
fied technical personnel. highly ambitious development plans and the
Arab’s ability to pay with the revenues they earn for the export of
their petroleum.

Obviously there are other, imore difficult, problems which may arise
under certain aspects of the boycott. A U.S. company which might be
asked, in effect, as a condition to doing business in the Middle East,
not to acquire components or banking services or whatever from
another U.S, company with Zionists or Israeli nationals as principals,
would, of course, be faced with more serious problems,

DIPLOMATIC AND FECONOMIC DIPLOMACY

Based on my own extensive experience in the Middle East and
Afriea and the firsthand reports 1 receive regularly from associates
and colleagues, T believe that a combination of political diplomacy—
as practiced by our State Department and the Department of
Treasury—and economic diplomacy—as practiced by American busi-
nessmen in their promotion of American goods and technology—is
making considerable inroads in creating new bridges of coinmunica-
tion and understanding between the United States and the Arab
nations. We should not ignore the substantial progress we are making.

The success of the American business community can provide addi-
t‘onal political leverage relating to the ongoing diplomatic efforts.
Legislation having the practical effect of prohibiting U.S. business
from effectively competing in the Middle East marketplace may be
expected to undermine this progress. and this should be carefully
considered in your deliberations.
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In summary, Mr. Chairman, we believe that the freedom of Ameri-
can private enterprise to operate in any part of the world, Arab or
Israeli, complying to the extent necessary with local custom and re-
quirements, 18 important to continued trade in the Middle East and
north Africa. This trade has been considered important to engincer-
ing firms and others and has made a major contribution to the U.S.
bulance of payments and for continued domestic employment and
prosperity.

The relative freedom of American private enterprise in the Middle
East has probably been, up to now, a positive contributing factor to
progress in resolving the Arab-Isracli conflict—a conflict whi~h has
already lasted too long, cost too many lives and threatened wcrld
peace too many times, We feel that there must be legal safeguards to
protect Americans from diserimination at home and abroad, that the
boycott is a reality which must be faced and that it will probably end
only when a fair settlement and lasting peace are negotiated and that
more restrictive legislation or regulations designed to frustrate Ameri-
can acquiescence in the boycott as a condition of doing business in the
Arab world may undermine the progress being made on the diplo-
matic and economic fronts.

We recommend, Mr. Chairman, that these considerations be kept in
mind while your committee faces the difficult task of reconciling the
various interests which could be affected by your policy decisions
about proposed boycott-compliance amendments to legislation ex-
tending the Export Administration Act, and are hopeful that solu-
tions may be found which do not preclude this growing area of U.S.
international commerce.

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the American (‘onsulting Engineers
Council, I thank you for providing us with this opportunity to appear
before you at this late time in the morning.

This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and T would
be pleased to respond to any questions you or your colleagues may have.

Thank you.

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF ANTIBOYCOTT MEASURES

Chairman MoreaN. Thank you, Mr. Guttmann. T have one question
I am going to submit to both of you. T would like to get your versions
of the answer. Previous witnesses—and you were hoth in the room—
have stated that because the U.S. Corps of Engineers and the U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare are participating in
huge programs in Saudi Arabia and because of the superior quality of
1.S. goods and services, Arab nations will not honor their boycott
and continue to contract with U.S. companies. What is your reaction
tosuch a statement ¢

Mr. Jones. Mr. Morgan, we have competed for two projects in Saudi
Arabia against international competition where the bidding was
handled by the Corps of Engineers. One was part of the SNEP pro-
gram, Saudi Arabia naval program, at Jidda; the other under the
same program at Jabale. In both cases the contracts went to Korean
firms. The fact that the Corps of Engineers was involved did not help
us become the successful bidder. I believe that answers your question.
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Mr. GurrManw. If I may add, Mr. Chairman, Secretary Simon
brought out the fact that at this moment we are getting perhaps 20

rcent of the Saudi Arabian business. That is only one-fifth. Some-
&dy else is getting four-fifths.

Chairman Morean. Mr. Gilman.

IMPORTANCE OF MIDDLE EAST MARKET

Mr. GiLman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, in listening to
your testimony, apparently the main thrust of gour testimony is essen-
tially that because of the magnitude of the A rab market, thc amount of
potential sales that are out in that part of the world ; that our Nation
should close its eyes to economic blackmail. Do you advocate that, be-
cause of the size of a potential market, we should do business with any
nation that may be hostile to our Nation’s best interests ?

Mr. Jonrs. gir. Gilman, if you ¢re building a house in your home-
town and you advertise for bids and you say that you want Carrier
products for your heating and air conditioning, all contractors bidding
on that house would know what they had to bid because of the restric-
tions which you place.

Mr. Ginmaw, If I might interrupt, that is somewhat diffierent than
saying all contractors who bid must hire only white employees. Then
we have a different proposition. We are not talking about mechanical
equipment; we are talking about human beings, we are talking about
some fundamental precepts and principles of human rights that our
Nation has stood for, for a Jong period of time.

Let us consider the tremendous market potential out in Vietnam
today. Do you advocate that we open up the door and do business with
them today because of the magnitude of that market or are there some
other problems we should be concerned about that are more
fundamental ?

Mr. Joxes. I do not consider the Saudi Arabian Government is a
threat to the sovereignty of the U.S. Government or its citizens. The
Vietnam Government has been a threat and a third-rate nation caused
us to turn our tail and run from Vietnam.

Mr. GiLmMAN. Both of you gentlemen——-

Mr. Jones. I do not recommend that we go in and do work with a
country that did that to the United States.

BOYCOTT I8 WRONG

Mn Girman. Both of you gentlemen have advocated in your testi-
mony that the boycott is fundamentally wrong and you seem to set
forth that precept. Am I correct? You don’t agree with the boycott
principle # Do I read that correctly?

Mr. Jones. That is correct, sir. But I maintain even you as an owner
would have the right to specify the products that would go in your
building. The Saudi Arabian Government has the same right to specify
how their dollars would be spent.

IMPORTANCE OF MIDDLE EAST MARKET

Mr. Grman. We are not talking about products and you and T know
we are talking about some basic, fundamental principles here of the
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right of an employee to be employed, the right of an individusal to go
out and seek employment, the right to be free from religious and racis!
discrimination, some of the fundamenrtal precepts which we believe
in thig Nation; and you are saying, because of the potentiul profits—
the magnicude of the market, iet us just close our eyes to that, there are
a lot of dollars out there. Can we c{ose our eyes to many of the prob-
lems out in the werld. merely because there are a lot of dollars in many
of the nations? Do I fully understand what you are saying? Because
of the dollar value of the business available, should we close our eyes
to these many problems?

Mr. Jones. If T may, I would like to restate the position this way:
As an American, I am concerned about the millions who are unem-
ployad. Over 7 percent of our work force 15 unemployed in America
today. I think those millions have rights also. Are we here going to
take action deliberately to swell the rolls of the unemployed and pre-
vent them from having an opportunity to obtain gainful employment ¢

Do not forget, sir, that every time 100,000 people are hired and put
to work in America this reduces the uiicmployment by that amount
and it also makes it easier for the rest io iind work because money has
a way of turning over, and the tax dollars which are being spent, the
material dollars, the equipment dollars which are being spent in
A merica, which roll over, are absolutely colorblind. They are blind as
far as any boycott provisions. They are completely blind as far as how
the U.S. Government and the State governments spend their tax dol-
lars. The Arabs have no objections to the second and third and fourth
and fifth use of them or the use of the tax dollars generated.

Mr. Ginyan. And you are advocating that our Government should
become colorblind to the underlying problem here because of all the
green do:dars that conld be flowing in?

Mr. Jowes. I think the Government of the United States should
respect the soverign rights of other nations.

Chairman Morean. The time of the gentleman from New York has
expired.

Mr. Bingham.

Mr. Binguawm. I think Mr. Gilman has brought out a fundamental
point here very well, and I think the answers to his questions are clear,
although the witnesses have not expressed them 1n quite the same
terms.

VISAS FOR MIDDLE FASTERN COUNTRIES

Let me ask you this, Mr. Jones—you. as the head of a contracting
firm: How do you handle the matter of employment of persons who
are going out to work on your jobs in Saudi Arabia in terms of Saudi
Arabia’s visa requirements and objections to what they call Zionists?

Mr. Joxgs. To the best of my knowledge we have not had a single
Jew or Zionist apply for work in Saudi Arabia, so it has not been a
problem, sir.,

Mr. BiNaram. And how would you handle it if they did ?

Mr. JonEs. I am not sure what we would do. I think, though, that
the controlling factor would be whether or not we could secure a visa
for that eraployee or potential employee. If we cannot secure a visa
for him there is no way we can get him into that country.

Mr. Binaaam. What is the experience of your members in this
regard, Mr, Guttmann?
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Mr. GurrMAaNN. In my own firm, we have never had any difficulties
on visas for Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and we have had Jewish members
of our firm working in those countries. In the American Consulting
Engineers Council we have some firms with Jewish ownership that are
presently engaged in the Middle East working in countries that have
the boycott restrictions. There are various forms of appz{ving the boy-
cott and this is perhaps a point that has not been cleared up properly
in previous testimony.

e have heard about the various boycotts and the different applica-
tions. I think the Arzbs as a whole have an overall national goal, which
i8 to win this war, but they also have their own, let us call it local
identity, as to how they want to go about channeling their priorities.
So what may not be effective or acceptable in Saudi Arabia may be in
glgeria or Kuwait. I do not know what the people in Morocco would

o.

Therefore, in the application of the boycott, the Arabs fesl very
much that they are in the same position as the United States of
America, where during World War II, we not only blacklisted the
Axis (im wers and their nationals but every national of another country
who did business with them. They do not see this as a discrimination
against the Jewish people, the Jewish religion, but they look at it as
a defense against Zionists and the Israeli nation.

STATEMERT OF WILLIAM BIRKHOFER, DIRECTOR OF BUSINESS
DEVELOPMENT, WINZLER AND KELLY CONSULTING ENGINEERS,
CALIFORNIA

Mr. Brnorer. Might I comment also on that

Mr. Bincaam. Would you identify yourself?

Mr. Bmrrnorer. For the record, my name is William Birkhofer,
director of business development for the firm of Winzler and Kelly
Consulting Engineers from California.

We have wrestled with the question of what action we would take in
the event that we are faced with a situation in which we had a Jewish
employee in our firm who wished to proceed to Saudi Arabia, for
example, in an effort to carry out some element of a project we are
working on.

We, in checking with the State Department, were advised that they
were J)repared to intercede on our behalf to work to insure that a visa
would be granted to that employee. We would plan to follow that
course of action.

I miﬁht add also for the committee’s benefit—and this comes to me
secondhand, so perhaps it might bear checking out—it is our under-
standing as of the present time certificates of faith are no longer re-
quired as part of a visa requirement of the Saudi Arabian Embassy.

ANTI-JEWISH ASPECT OF THE BOYCOTT

Mr. BiNeaam. Let me ask you this final question. You both in-
dicated yes, you were opposed to the boycott. You agree with the state-
ment which appears in the law of the land the U.S. Government policy
i8 to oppose such boycotts, to encourage firms to refuse to cooperate
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with it. That was the law in 1969. Yet, you say that in order to preserve
tho business that is now going on that we have to forget about that
opposition and those moral considerations.
ow would you feel if the boycott were explicitly applied to firms
that have Jewish management or that have Jewish employees taking
art in their operations, would you still say that we should do the
Eusiness and never mind the discrimination that boycott imposed ?

Mr. Jones. Our own firm has a man who happens to be of the Jewish
faith on our board of directors and in a very responsible management
position. This has not been a problem for us in the past, and if it be-
came & problem in the future, we would have to respect his rights first.

Mr. Binaram. In other words, you consider that this just isn’t bad
enough in terms of the moral question involved for us to take a firm
stand by giving teeth to the policy that has been adopted by the Gov-
ernment and which you agree with, although if it were extended to
personal discrimination you would take a different position ¢

Mr. Jones. That is correct.

Mr. Gurrman~. I would submit, Mr. Bingham, that in general
terms the Arabs will come to those who can deliver them the goods and
services that they need most and they will not consider who is Jewish;
but they will object to Zionists or Israelis. That is one of the
differences. :

I would also say that the Arabs are very careful to get the best for
their petrodollars. You have to be very competitive in order to get
contracts in the Arab world today, and I feel that sometimes the Arab
boycott has been used as a pretext when firms that were not that com-
petitive have been turned down.

Mr. BingaaM. Well, Mr. Guttmann, we agree with your conclusion
with regard to the Arabs’ concern to get American technology, to get
the best deals, and where we differ is in the estimate of what would
happen if we made it explicit and put teeth in the law to the policy
that we have had on the books now for 8 years without much effect.
That is where we differ, is the effect that that would have.

Thank you.

ECONOMIC TMPACT OF ANTIBOYCOTT MEASUREF

Mr. Lacomarsino. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I take it you don’t agree that if this law is passed, or these amend-

ments are adopted, that the Arabs would continue to do businessywith
your firms.

Mr. Gurrmany. Yes.
M?r. LagomarsiNo. You think they wounld stop doing business with
you

Mr. GurrMAaNns. Yes, sir.

Mr. Lagomarsino. And yon believe that, in spite of the fact that the
United States has certainly not stopped doing something that I am
sure the Arabs are much more concerned about; namely, supglying
the Israelis with weapons, many of them free, without even cost ¥ How
do you explain the Arabs doing business with our firms now even
though we are engaged in something that T am sure they consider
much more serious than commercial transactions?
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IMPACT OF U.8. ARMS SALES TO ISRAEL

Mr. GurrMans. I would say that in the arms business the United
States is second to none, Nobody else in the world can deliver what the
Arab pations and the Israelis think they need to conduct their war
to a victorious end.

There, in fact, is a small correction I would like to make to previous
testimony. Our Corps of Engineers does not work as agent for the
Saudi Arabians on the construction of schools and educational facili-
ties. Our Corps of Engineers is only involved with the Saudi Arabia
Ministry of Defense on defense-related matters.

So, the Arabs will probably come to us for arms even if the boycott
restrictions are reenforced, but arms are not—-—

Mr. Lagomarsino. I am not talking about arms as arms, I am not
talking about us selling arms to the Arabs, I am talking about how
the Arabs perceive our selling of arms to the Israelis, which have far
exceeded the sale.of arms to the Arab nations,

If they are concerned about firms doing business with Israel, com-
mercial firms, I would think that they would be much more concerned
about our Government, as it does, selling arms, many of them as I say
for nothing, for free, to Israel # I think there is little doubt that our
doing so probably has saved the State of Israel from extinction or at
least from not being the same state that it is today.

IMPACT OF PUBLIC OPINION

Mr. GurtMaNN. T think the A rabs fully recognize that efforts in com-
mittees such as yours and witnesses whom we had before, that public
opinion of the (ﬁxited States demands such a thi- _. They are not blind
to {)olitical reality.

Mr. Lacomarsino. They don’t feel public opinion does demand some-
thing be done about the boycott situation ¢

ﬁ. GurTMANN. As far as that 1s concerned, they think that the
power of money is the power that will conduct the future of the
world.

Mr. LacomarsiNo. Let me ask you about one other thing. This has
been mentioned by same witnesses &nd

Mr. GrLmaN. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. L. somarsiNo. Yes. _

Mr. GruMan. Again, may I ask you, do you agree with the premise
that the power of money should control our thinking?

Mr. GurrMany. Certainly not. We should try to educate them to
change that stance.

Mr. GrumaN, We have been trying to educate them since 1946 or
1947 and apparently we have met with very little success with regard
to their boycott and that is why we are here today discussing these
proposed measures. )

r. Gurrman~. We also had, Mr. Gilman, 20 years of warfare in the
Middle East and that is a bad time to come through with educational
efforts in that respect. We are just starting to reach them now because
only now sufficient Americans are really going into Saudi Arabia.

p to now our business presence in Saudi Arabia, for example, was
confined to smail settlements of the oil companies. There was no inter-
mingling really between Americans and Saudis. Now there is.
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I think we are at the crucial point of rrettindg the message across.
Mr. Gimax. I thank the gentleman for yielding ‘

IMPACT OF STATE ANTIBOYCOTT LAWS

Mr. Lacoyarsixo. Just one further question. Several witnesses have
brought this up and others have commented on it in statements that
we have; that is, the argument that inasmuch as the State of New
York, the State of Maryland, have adopted legislation prohibiting
compliance with boycotts and other States are considering this, that
it would be far better to have a uniform Federal law speaking to the
subject, so that the situation would not be unfair to those who operate
their businesses in those particular States. Would you care to comment
on that ? I think that was something we have not heard anKbody speak
on the other side of and I wondered if you have any thoughts about it?

Mr. GurrMann. I saw the original article on this in the New York
Times, I think, 2 or 3 weeks ago and the Director of the Port Authority
of New York commented on the effects of the Lisa Law, starting that
they had lost several million tons in shipments and that obviously the
shipments had emigrated somewhere cise.

ince then, Maryland has enscted the law so I would presume that
a lot of the Middle East shipments from the eastern part of our country
are going down to the gulf coast. There are two ways. Let the State
legislatures handle this on their own level, in which case I would pre-
sume that the New York people one day will wake up to the fact that
they are trying to unrealistically enforce something alone in the whole
world because all of the rest of the world is shipping; and it ma
happen that the unemployment caused by the law in Illinois will
awaken the people in IlFinois that this is not the way to tackle a diplo-
matic international problem.

Mr. LacomarsiNo. Do any of the rest of you care to comment?

Mr. Joxes, If it is true that the New York port has lost £ million tons
as a result of this law, then they have also lost jobs. If we passed a na-
tional law that says the same thing, it will simply impact that tc
cause additional jobs to be lost over the Nation and will give more
employment for the ports of Germany, Holland, Franch, England,
Japan, and others,

Chairman Moraa~. The time has expired. Thank you, gentlemen.

Our final witness today is Mr. Reuben Johnson, Director of Legisla-
tive Services for the National Farmers Union.

Chairman Morean. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. Giuman. I intend to submit a statement for the record and
would like to have permission to insert it.

Chairman Morean. Without objection, the gentleman’s statement
will be made a permanent part of the record.

[Mr. Gilman’s statement subsequently submitted follows:]

STATEMENT oF HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, A REPREBENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE oOF NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, I welcome this opportunity to appear before the Committee on
International Relations to express my rtrong support for proposed legislation to
end the discriminatory practices of foreign trade boycotts.

The implementation of economic boycotts against the State of Israel for
political purposes has been a common practice among the Arab states for more
than 25 years. Generally, these efforts ha~e been met with little or ‘osition due
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to their lack of enforcement and success. However, with the imposition of the
oil embargo, new strength and life was added to these efforts. The shocking
results of these uew efforts have revealed broad scale cooperation by American
business to the threats apd demands of one nation against another.

The Arab embargo against Israel is not the center of this contcoversy. The
right of one nation to refuse direct interaction with another is not at question.
What is at stake is the extension of this embargo to U.S. firms in an attempt to
prevent them from trading with Israel. This type of boycott extends far beyond
any recognizcd right of one nation to prevent trade with its en~mies.

This form of economic blackmail must not be allowed to ¢~ .tinue. Even the
slightest forms of cooperation encourage more and more demands that extend
far beyond economic matters and take aim at U.S. foreign policy. This not
so subtle attack which pits one American against ancther because of his racial,

“ethnic or religlous background must be stopped.

As a recent editorial in the Charlotte Observer po’ints out, the issue of Arab
boycotts is much greater than the struggle of one naiion against another.

“The larger question, however is one of morality. The A:sbh boycott and black-
listing of firms has been almed not only at Israel but also against American
Jews. If an Arab nation wants to do business with an American firm, it can
abide by this country's rules of dec~uncy and fair play-—or go elsewhere. We
doubt that those countries, which are being developed largely by American
enterprise would go elsewhere.”

The United States as a nation must take a stand on this issue. We must not
allow forelgn governments to manipulate the internal affairs of this country.
We must remove the pressures that are brought to bear on individual companies
to comply or face the repercussions of discrimination. The solution to this
problem, as the Observer's Editorial states, is: “the best way to counter the
Arab government's pressures is to have a law on the books which requires them
not to yleld. Then they could simply tell Arab governments: We have no cholce
but to comply with the American law."”

We can and should prevent boycott compliance and the appropriate vehicle
is now before us, the Export Administration Act.

While the present U.8. policy states clearly its opposition to such restrictive
trade policies and boycotts, the fact that these practices do occur demonstrates
the need for stronger federal laws. The policy statements in the current Export
Administration Act are commendable but ineffective. We need not only to dis-
courage such practices, but to prohibit them. I urge the adoption of amendments
to outlaw the disclosure of discriminatory information and participation in the
restrictive trade practices of foreign nations including both secondary and ter-
tiary boycotts.

Currently, there are several pieces of legisiation before this committee aimed
at the heart of this problem. I am a co-sponscr of H. Con. Res. 178, offered by
Congressman Addabbo; H.R. 6481 offered by Congressman Drinan and H.R.
11483 offered by Congressman Koch. In addition Congressmen Bingham and
Rosenthal have both offered constructive proposals that deserve your considera-
tion and support.

As we proceed to consider the Export Administration Act, I am convinced
that from these proposals and the committee deliberations that will follow, an
effective policy against the discriminatory practices of hoycotts can be achieved.
It is only fitting that in this bicontennial year, as we refiect on the founding
principles of this great nation that we apply those same concepts of freedom
from repression, non-discrimiaation and rights of religious tolerance to the con-
duct of commerce.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues oo this committee to support the concepts
contained in the anti-boycott proposals before you in order to end the devisive
effects of these discriminatory acts.

Mpr, Chairman, I request permission to insert, in full, at this point in the
}letcog. tBe Charlotte Observer Editorial dated June 14th, 1976, entitled “Arab

ntrusion”.

[EdAitorial From the Charlotte Observer, June 14, 1078}

ARAR INTRUSION—JONES’ ADVICE I8 WRONG

Neitlier common decency nor the best interests of the United States are served
by the practices dcknowledged by Edwin I. Jones, Jr., of Charlotte in his testi-
mony Thursday to a House committee. Mr. Jones, president of J.A. Jones Con-
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struction Co., said his company in some instances has gone along with demands
by Arab countries to boycott Israel.

Why? Not to create jobs for Americans, but to make money. The company
does a substantial business in Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Jones's testimony showed that while the company is responsive to the
Arab countries’ foreign policy requirments it is ignoring American policy. We
think the company has no business acting, for whatever reason, in a matter that
is against the policy of the United States.

Arab pressures of various kinds have been brought to bear upon American
companies. Many firms have been blacklisted because they had Jewish owner-
ship or high-level Jewish executives ; some of the biggest corporations in America
have been blacklisted for other reasons, chief among which, apparently, is that
they do business with Israel.

In other words, some of the Arab countries not only have told American com-
panies they cannot do business wi‘h both Israel and Arab nations; they also
have brought subtle pressures to pear which might persuade some companies
to violate American law by discriminatory practices within, Congress has de-
clared the first part of this to be against American policy; the second part is
against the law,

As we sald some time ago, this is a reprehensible and unacceptable intrusion
In American affairs. No American company should accept such interference.

In his testimony before the House International Relations Committee, Mr.
Jones not only acknowledged that his company has yielded to the boycott-
Israel [ ressure but also urged Congress not to enact proposed legislation which
would make this a punishable violation of law rather tian simply an expression
of disregard for American policy.

He should have heen on the opposite side, as are many American business
executives. They know that the best way to counter the Arab government’'s
pressures I8 to have a law on the books which requires them not to yield. Then
they could simply tell Arab governments: We have no choice but to comply
with American law.

Would that put them out of business in the Arab world? It is conceivable,
though unlikely, that in 8 few cases it would. But it is virtually inconceivable
that those developing countries would choose to do without American technology,
American scientific development and American management know-how. Such
a law, in our view, overnight would bresk the back of this impudent intrusion
in American life.

The larger question, however, is one of morality, The Arab boycott a..? black-
listing of firms has been aimed not only at Israel but also against American
Jewn, If an Arab nation wants to do business with an American firm, it can
abide by this country’'s rules of decency and fair play—or go elsewhere. We
doubt that those countiies, which are being developed largely by American
enterprise would go cisewhere.

Congress should make American policy—not a bunch of oil kings and sheiks.

STATEMENT OF REUBEN JOHNSON, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE
SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION

Mr. Jonnson. Let me say first, Mr. Chairman, that Farmers Union
sympathizes fully and warmly with the objective of insuring adequate
supplies of food and fiber for the American people—at all times—
and specifically in times of worldwide scarcity.

We regard it as intolerable and unnecessary for the United States
to have to choose between supplying its export customers or provid-
ing ample farm products for the American people.

The Farmers Union recommends that the Nation adopt a national
food policy of assured abundance that will make it unnecessary ever
again to be confronted with such an intolerable choice. |

We would not have been in the precarious situation through which
we have come in recent years, except for the conscious decisions by
the Nixon and Ford administrations since 1972 to destroy the remain-
ing elements of the farm price and income stabilization programs
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and to get rid of the reserves which existed in the form of commodities
under price support loan and storage.

IMPORTANCE OF EXPORT MARKET

In a context of all-out production, farmers must be able to export
to live. It is as simple as that. Major parts of our wheat, rice, soybean,
feed grains, cotton, and other crops must be exported ; in most of these
commodities the percentage exported has been in the range of 40 to 60

rcent,
peThe alternative to access to world markets is a major cutback in
cropland acres. Without export maikets in 1976, our farmers would
have to take about 100 million acres out of cropping use. Otherwise,
the flood of commodities will simply destroy markets and depress
prices to s point of bankruptcy for producers.

ADEQUATE RESERVES

To service our domestic and export customers—and alleviate fears
of shortages—adequate reserves of storable food products should be
maintained as a public policy. All of this, however, must be done as
part of an overall foofo policy, and this is something which we do
not have at this time.

We in Farmers Union do not believe that any civilized government
would be justified in permitting the last of its grain or food stocks to
be sold out to foreign customers, no matter the price, just as an indi-
vidual family would not sell out the last food in its pantry just
because of the price which might be offered.

We regard it as important to have, as a part of a definitive, com-
prehensive national food nolicy, an export licensing system which
would enable the Governm:nt to insure that food supplies needed by
Anierican consumers and industries would be assured and maintained,
to assure that ample supplies of feedstuffs are available to U.S.
producers of milk, meat, eggs and poultry, and to allocate remaining
supplies in times of real shortages among our various export customers
on the basis of their historical record of purchases, and to provide
food needs for humanitarian purposes and natural disasters.

IMPROPER FEDERAI. EXPORT CONTROL POLICIES

But neither the Erport Administration Act of 1969, as amended,
nor the various actions taken under it by the executive branch, within
or outside the law, from 1973 to the present day, have been fair or
acceptable methods of handling the problem.

Farmers Union is unalterably opposed to anv form of export con-
trols or restrictions that are not directly linked to effective ineasures
which will protect fariners against the collapse of prices in times of
surpluses. We would therefore advise sgainst extending the Export
Administration Act of 1969 without amendment.

In 1973 and in 1974 and again in 1975 the Government has inter-
vened and is now interfering to prevent farmers from selling their
crops freely.

Because this was done without any guidelines, without any link to
# policy of food abundance, this has been the worst possible form of



261

export control. It has exposed farmers, American consumers, and
our export customers alike to the capricious, irresponsible, and in-
competent whim of politicians in the executive branch, acting un-
predictably and arbitrarily under the pressures, the hysteria, and the
political motives of the moment.

We have not been able, in fact, though we have made several
pointed inquiries, to find out what the legal basis may have been for
the several executive actions taken from July through October by
the administration in limiting the export of grain.

We have not been reassured that the export monitoring features of
the 5-year Russian grain agreement are indeed a proper legal exercise
of authority by the White House. In effect, export controls have been
institutionalized for the next 5 years at least in our relations with the
U.S.S.R. an1 Eastern European customers for our grain.

The supply situation in 1975 did not justify the actions taken by
the administration to limit exports. As we said earlier, we ought to
operate on & policy of full production and abundance.

Along with that, we ought to have a standby export licensing
system, but it ought to be geared to price and supply factors to protect
farmers from being destroyed by the very abundance they assure to
society.

M 1'.y(“hairnmn. the Export Administration Act of 1969, under which
the export control actions have been taken, expires on September 30,
1976. 8. 3084 would extend it another 3 years.

Clearly, a better vehicle is needed, both for the sake of farmers and
consumers. Under this statute, the Secretary of Agriculture must be
consulted, but in the several instances that export controls have been
imposed, Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz has concurred in the
action.

AMENDMENT TO EXPORT ADMINISTRATION

Accordingly, we recommend and urge that S. 3084 be amended by
adding the following: )

Amend Sec. 4(¢) of the Export Administration Act of 1969, as amended and
extended by the Equal Export Opportunity Act, by adding a new sentence at
the end thereof as follows: “The authority conferred by this section shall not
be exercised with respect to any agricnltural commodity unless the average price
recelved by farmers for such commodity for the preceding calendar quarter is
in excess of 110 per centum of parity price for such commodity."”

That concludes my statement, T submit to your questions,

Chairman MoragaN. What does your amendment really do, Mr.
Johnson, the one you are recommending? Will you briefly explain
your amendment ¢ ' )

Mr. Jounson. Yes, I will, Mr. Chairman. Tf you will look with me
again at the bottom of page 3. we sec no alternative to protection of
American farmers against embargoes that we have seen placed n= n
us in recent weeks and months than for this committee to act to prace
some kind of a restriction on the executive branch. Our amendment
would simply be no embargoes placed upon the sale of agricultural
commodities overseas unless the average price received by farmers
for a commodity would be in excess of 110 percent of the parity price
for the commodity over the preceding calendar quarter.



262

Mr. Chairman, parity Drice. have been running in the neighborhood
of about 80 to 85 percent of a parity for the major export commodi-
ties. In some instances, in some cases, somewhat lower.

This auiendment would not have the effect of attempting to set
& domestic price on a commodity but merely set forth & criteria to pro-
hibit any embargoes being placed on export commodities unless farm-
ers ‘were receiving what we consider to be a iair price for that
commodity.

Chairman Morcan. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GrLmAN. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Morean. Mr, Lagomarsino.

Mr. Lacomarsino. No questions.

Chairman Morean. Thank you, Mr. Johnson.

The committee stands adjourned until 10 tomorrow morning.

[Whereupon, at 1:50 p.m. the committee adjourned, to reconvene at
10 a.m., June 11, 1976.]



EXTENSION OF THE EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT
OF 1969

FRIDAY, JUNE 11, 1976

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE oN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
. Washimgton, D.C.

The committee met at 10:15 a.m., in room 2172, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Thomas E. Morgan (chairman of the commit-
tee) presidinﬁ.{

Chairman MorgaN. The committee will please come to order.

We will start because we could have a quornum call and the Secretary
has to leave as close to noon as possible,

The Committee on International Relations is honored to have before
it today Hon. Elliot Richardson, the Secretary of the Department of
Commerce,

In 3 previous days of hearings—will our guests please take their
seats? We had a repetition of this yesterday and I was talking to the
same people. If you are going to stay here, you are going to have to
follow, the rules of the committee,

The 3 previous days of hearings, the committee has heard from the
Departments of State, Defense, Treasury, and various private groups.
The Department of Commerce is a Department with the principal
responsibility for administration of the Export Administration Act.
In the previous legislation the committee has considered the admin-
istration of that act on boycotts and high technology exports.

We are pleased to have you back before the committee, remembering
when you served in several other Cabinet posts and were always wel-
come before this committee. ,

Mr. Secretary, you have a long prepared statement and you may
proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON, SECRETARY OF
COMMERCE

Secretary RicHarnsoN, Tl.ank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is a great pleasure to be nere. I have enjoyed earlier opportunities
to testify before this committee, This is my first appearance before
this committee since it was renamed the Committee on International
Relations. I am glad to have the opportunity to be the first Secretary
of Commerce to a;()Fear before you for the purpose of recommending
that the Export Administration Act of 1969 be further extended and
amended.

May I ask, Mr. Chairman, that the record show that I am accom-
panied here by the General Counsel of the Department of Commerce,

(263)
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Mr. J. T. Smith on my left and by Mr. Arthur T. Downey, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Commerce for East-West Trade.

The Export Administration Act is at once very broad—in the sweep
of matters with which it deals and also quite detailed. Encompassed
within it are two basic subjects: controls on exports for reasons of
national security, foreign policy, and short supply; and the Govern-
ment’s response to the Arab boycott of Israel.

EXPORT CONTROLS AND TECHNOLOGY

I should like to turn first to the question of export controls and, par-
ticularly, their relationship to the transfer to technology to the Com-
munist nations.

The act as it is now formulated is designed to deal with the central
dilemma of promoting the export of American products and tech-
nology, while at the same time restricting this flow to the extent needed
to protect our national security.

n providing its basic formulation of policy, the act has served
its purposes well. No fundamental change is required. It is a reflection
of the wisdom of the Congress that the act is so worded as to enable
the administrators needed latitude and flexibility to work within its
framework,

The only change in the act itself which the administration recom-
mends with respect to these controls is an increase in the fines that can
be im for violations. Our intention here is to provide a more
forceful deterrent to potential violators of the act. I am particularly
interested in this since my responsibility for the administration of this
act causes me not only to be intereste in the promotion of American
exports, but also in this limited way to be very interested in safeguard-
ing our Nation’s security.

HIGH TECHNOLOGY EXPORTS TO COMMUNIST COUNTRIES

A chief focus in the exercise of security controls is on the flow of high
technology and products to the Communist countries. The quantitative
gize of that flow is not large. For example in 1974, the flow of Ameri-
can technology, as expressed in sales of manufactured goods to the
U.S.S.R., amounted to 0.3 percent of the Soviet Union’s GNP. Thus,
our common concern and interest i8 determined less by the size of our
technology trade, and more by its content and the naturs of our re-
lationship with the Communist countries.

The history of this element of the Export Administration Act is in
many respects a history of America’s relations with the nations of
Eastern and Central Europe, the Soviet Union, the People’s Republic
of China, and other Communist nations. It reflects. the evolution of
thought by the Congress and Executive concerning the importance to
the Nation’s economic health and well-being of a vigorous, many-
faceted export program.

The act has its roots in the 1949 export control law and the conflict
embodied in the cold war period. That period in our international re-
lations reached a turning point in the late 1960’s marked by a series
of events reflecting a thaw in the cold war, including passage by the
Congress of the Export Administration Act in 1869. It made it poasi-
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ble to consider not only the need to continue to be vigilant, but also
to decide to compete vigorously in the promotion and sale of nonstra-
tegic goods and services produced in this country by American workers.

We have positive reasons for wishing to encourage the development
of a more mature commercial relationship with the Communist coun-
tries. But we still must walk a tightrope. We seek the larger goals
which can be achieved through maturation of this relationship, and
will do so without taking unnecessary risks or improving significantly
the military potential of these countries.

I would like now to address the three specific areas in which the
committee has expressed particular interest: delays in the processing
of the license applications, the Defense Science Board’s report, and the
GAO report on East-West trade.

DELAYS IN ISSUING LICENSES

I would like to deal first with delaysin reachinﬁ decisions on export
license applications. There is no doubt that there have been inordinate
delays in processing some export license applications. I am not satis-
fied that we have yet done all we can to speed this process in a responsi-
ble way. But let me put the issue into what I believe is the proper
context:

Approximately 90 percent by value of all exports to Communist
countries are carried out without any requiremert for validated
licenses.

In 1975, the Office of Export Administration received over 50,000
applications for validated licenses of which an estimated 90-95 per-
cent were for the export ¢Z high technology products to all destina-
tions. Approximately 10 percent of the applicaiions were for exports
to the Communist countries.

A study of all applications received during the first 2 weeks of
March, indicates that 94 percent were processed within 30 days. The
vast majority of applications that required more than 30 days to
process were for high technology products destined for Communist
countries.

Thus, the problem of delayed cases is focused on a relatively small
number of applications representing high technology commodities pro-
posed for export to Communist destinations.

Delays may result because, in the initial technical analysis of an
application, additional details or facts are needed that are difficult to
establish. This difficulty is compounded by the increasing technical
sophistication of modern products. Also, in many instances, the De-
partment is obligated to seek the advice of its advisory agencies and
to consult with our COCOM partners. Technical and policy issues
may arise with them.

EFFORTS TO IMPROVE LICENSE PROCESSING TINE

In a continuing effort to improve processing time, we have taken
steps, many of which are detailed in my written statement. But, I
might highlight some of them :

I have authorized additional personnel—technical and otherwise—
to handle the anaiytical, documentary, and other tasks associated with

74172 O - 76 - 18
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the review of applications in the Office of Export Administration. Some
recruitment has already taken place, and an active search is underway
to find additional personnel with the unique technical knowledge or
experience needed }or these tasks.

Jorking with the chairman of the President’s Export Council, I
have arranged for the establishment of a Subcommittee on Export
Administration which will focus on policy issues, Mr. John V. James
of Dresser Industries is chairman and we have invited 19 represents-
tives of computer, electronic, machine tool, and other interested indus-
tries to become members.

We have sought agreement with the Department of Defense to re-
duce the number of export license applications that otherwise would
have had to be referred to that agency for review, pursuant to section
4(h) of the act.

In February, we began a concentrated effort, involving substantial
overtime, to reduce the number of export license applications delayed
over 30 days. On January 22, 1976, there were 306 applications in this
category in the licensing divisions. As of June 2, the 30-day backlog
in these divisions had been reduced to 75 applications.

I have taken a personal interest in the problems relating to proc-
essing delays, including those associated with interagency consulta-
tion and to this end I am working directly with the Deputy Secretaries
of Defense and State. I intend to continue giving a Eigh priority to
the task of eliminating processing delays-—which are costly to the ex-
port trade—without endangering in any way our important national
security responsibilities.

DOD RFPORT ON TECHNOLOGY EXPORTS

You have asked me to comment on the “Report of the Defense Sci-
ence Board Task Force or Export Control of U.S. Technology—A
DOD Perspective.”

I concur in many of the findings and recommendations in the report
respecting export controls: the need to establish simplified licensing
eriteria, to strengthen COCOM controls, and to improve the effective-
ness of controls by widening industry consultation and cooperation and
by establishing better communications with the private sector, other
U.S. Government agencies and COCOM governments. These are ele-
ments of our current export control program. We are attentive to the
need of applying them more effectively. We already utilize these
insights contained in the report in onr continuing discussions of export
license applications with the Department of Defense.

Some recommendations, such as that calling for a distinction to Le
drawn between ravoluticnary and evolutionary technology when con-
trol decisions are made. are provocative of thourht. Although these
concepts are, in effect, recognized and applied in a general way in
current export control practice, their application in the specificity and
breadth for which the task force seems to eall requires further study.

In short, the report is quite interesting, but some further clarity is
required before the full impact of its application can be properly
evaluated. The Department of Defense is reviewing the report and we
are engaged also in the interagency consideration of it. To the extent
that the recommendations of the report are adopted, in whole or in
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part, no change would be required in the Export Administration Act,
since the necessary discretionary authority is already embodied in the
act. '

GAO STUDY ON EAST-WEST TRADE

You also asked me to comment on the issues raised by the GAO
study, “The Government’s Role in East-West Trade—Problems and
Issues.” I shall limit my remarks however, to a few of the Principul
recommendations in the study that deal with the Department’s admin-
istration of the Export Administration Act. The full Department com-
mentary is an attachment to my written statement.

Certain recommendations have already been implemented. For ex-
ample, as I noted, we are providing additiona} personnel resources for
the operation of the Office of Export Administration, and we have im-
proved the system for c_reening license applications by adding addi-
tional computerized data bases. The G:{) study also recommends
disbanding the Technical Data Division #nd we have done so. Indeed,
we took all of these steps prior to the release of the GAO study.

We have difficulty in accepting the recommendations of the GAO
respecting the Department’s Interagency Operating Committee. Pro-
viding the Operating Committee with a technical staff is neither nec-
essary or feasible, and would result in duplication of the technical
staffs already assigned to the Office of Export Administration and
member agencies,

The suggestions relating to abiding by a predetermined time frame
and the majority rule concept are based on misconceptions of the role
of the Operating Committee, The group is not a decisionmaking body.
It iz a vehicle for securing information and advice on export control
matters from the Department’s advisory agencies.

To conform the Operating Committee's work program to a predeter-
mined time frame might result in unwise control decisions. A much
preferred goai is to provide the committee with a more complete tech-
nical analysis at the outset of the committee’s deliberations with the
consequent reduction: in the number of technical disagreements or
questions that frequentiy arise and cause delays.

ANTIBOYCOTT PROPOSALS

Mr. Chairman, pursuant to your request I would now like to discuss
legislation currently pending before Congress to deal with the Arab
boycott of Tsrael. Let me state at the outset that the administration
opposes additional legislation at this time (other than H.R. 11488, dis-
cussed below) as being both untimely and unnecessary and potentially
counterproductive.

The administration’s opposition can best be understood against the
backdrop of forceful action already taken by the administration (1)
to assure that the boycott is free of discrimination against U.S. citi-
zens; (2) to deal with secondary boycott practices which interfere with
economic relations among domestic firms; and (3) to s2ek diplomatic
modification of the more objectionable manifestations ¢f the boycott.

Moreover, we believe that the passage of legislation at this time
might jeopardize our ability to continue to work effectively with Arab
nations to achieve a just and permanent Mideast peace—which is,
after all, the only realistic means to end the Arab boycott of Israel.
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The administration strongly opposes, and has prohibited compli-
ance with, boycott practices involving any discrimination against U.S.
citizens, In point of fact, only a very few of the boycctt requests that
have been reported to the Commerce Department involve religious or
ethnic discrimination against American citizens or firms.

During the period October 1, 1975, through March 31, 1976, the
Department received approximately 14,200 reports, dealing with ap-

roximately 29,700 transactions. Of these 14,200 reports, six revealed

ycott-related requests which would clearly discriminate against
American citizens, Several hundred additional reports revealed re-
g)uests that goods not be marked with the “Star of David.” While the

epartment of Commerce lias made a decision to treat such requests
as discriminatory, diplomatic efforts to eliminate these requests have
led to their virtual elimination.

In addition, diplomatic efforts have accomplished the elimination
of other discriminatory requcsts. The evidence thus far supports the
view that the boycott is symptomatic of the Mideast conflict and that,
in its current manifestations, it is not based on religious or ethnic
criteria.

ADMINISTRATION ANTIBOYCOTT STEPS

Other administration witnesses have detailed the serious and strong
steps taken by the President and the administration to show that we
tolerate no discrimination. These steps include proposed legislation
(H.R. 11488) which would prohibit economic coercion to discriminate
against U.S. citizens on the basis of race, color, religion, naticnal
origin, or sex. I would like to review the specific actions taken by the
Commerce Department with respect to our enforcement practices
generally.

On December 1, 1975, the Department’s regulations were amended
to prohibit compliance with any request in connection with a foreign
boycott which would result in discrimination against U.S, citizens or
firms on the basis of race, color, religior, sex, or national origin.

Also, on December 1, an amendment to the regulations extended
the reporting requirements to any person or firm other than the
exporter handling any phase of the export transaction—such as banks,
insurers, shipping companies, and freight forwarders.

The Department instituted a massive publicity campaign to en-
courage U1.S. exporters not to comply with boycott-related requests for
infermation and to remind them of the reporting requirements under
our Export Administration requntions,

Coupled with this publicity campaign, all violations of the report-
ing requirements which have come to the Denartment’s attention have
been investigated, and as a vesult thereof, about 200 firms have been
warned and civil penalties have been imposed against several others.

The reporting requirements were amended to recuiire renorting firms
to indicate whether or not they had complied. or intended to comply.
with the reported boyceott-related rennests for information, Since 1965.
the answer to that question in the Department’s reporting form had
remained optional, and had not heen answered by most reporting firms.

The Department has ceased dissemination of information on trade
opportunities obtained from documents known to contain a restrictive
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irade practice or boycott against a country friendly to the Un.ted
States.

On April 29 of this year, I announced that, henceforth, all letters
setting forth charges against firms for alleged violations of the Export
Adbministration regulations related to the boycott would be made
public.

THE BOYCOTT AND MIDDLE EAST CONFLICT

Other administration witnesses have spoken of the foreign policy
implications of the boycott and I will not dwell on them at any length.
The boycott must be recognized as a manifestation of continuing con-
flict between Israel and the Arab nations.

We are firmly convinced that the boycott cannot be eliminated except
in the broader context of a settlement of the dispute which gave rise to
it and that good relations with all the countries in the area are critical
to our ability to influence a peaceful settlement.

Avoidance of renewed conflict in the Middle East must be a principal
moral as well as political concern of our Nation’s diplomacy. The
wisdom of any new boycott legiclation, therefore, must be evaluated
on the basis of its likely effect on our ability to help maintain peace.

Our abiilty to maintain peace can depend upon our economic as well
as diplomatic role in the Mideast since economic and diplomatic goals
can be closely interwoven. The good will and confidence which we have
established with vhe Arab nations is based in large measure on our
evolving commercial relationships and substantial economic
connections.

Thus, to a very larre extent, our ability to assist negotiations to
reduce tensions in the Middle East depends on our maintaining close,
cooperative economic and political relations with all the countries
involved. :

It is our view that some of the more extreime legislative initiatives,
by making it difficult or impossible for U.S. ccneerns to do business
in the Middle East, rould jeopardize vital foreign policy and national
security concerns.

RICHARDSON COMMENTS ON ANTIBOYCOIT BILLS

I am especially concerned with bills which would prohibit firms
from refusing to do business with Israel, in connection with boycott
activities. Thus, fer example, H.R. 4967—introduced by Mr. Bing-
ham—would prohibit the taking of any actions by domestic concerns
which would have the effect of supporting the Arai boyveott of Israel.

Under this proposal, U.S. manufacturers would be prohibited from
certifying that they do not have and do not intend to establish any
branches or subsidiaries in Tsrael. This prohibition would apply
whether or not the U.S. company had any realistic prospect of or
genuine interest in such trade relations with Israel.

Certain amendments by Senator Ribicoff to the pending tax reform
legislation (H.R. 10612) would deny the foreisrn tax credit and other
tax benefits to Anierican firms for income derived from countries
which require compliance with the boycott. Depending on the effec-
tive tax rates involved, the cumulative tax costs of doing business in an
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Arab country might be prohibitive. In any case, the overall effect of
the bill could be to reduce the attractiveness of investments in Arab
countries, .

These and other bills, including H.R. 12383——introduced by Ms.
Holtzman—appear to us to be connterproductive in terms of weaken-
ing the Arab boycott, and harmful to the national interest in terms of
maintaining a viable relationship with all the countries of the Middle
East.

8. 3804, THE STEVENSON BILL

In addition to the proposals discussed above, I would like to com-
ment briefly on title II of S. 3084, the so-called Stevenson bill which
is now pending before the full Senate. On the House side, Congress-
man Koch has introduced a bill, H.R. 11463, which is sometimes re-
ferred to as companion legislation to S. 3084. On April 9, Congress-
man Koch introduced a second bill, H.R. 13151, which differs from the
earlier bill in certain important respects.

These bills contain a number of requirements, some of which are
duplicative of existing legislation or regulations. The principal new

uirements are that domestic concerns would be prohibited from
refusing to do business with other domestic concerns “pursuant to an
agreement with, requirement of, or a request from, or on behalf of,
any foreign country” in connection with the enforcement of the boy-
cott; and all boycott reports filed after enactment of the bill would
be available for public inspection and copying.

S. 3084 is the most moderate boycott-rgated proposal currently
pending before Congress. However. on close analysis, it appears that
¢8 currently drafted it might have an adverse impact on the ahility of
U.S. companies to do business in the Middle East and might therefore
limit the development of mutual confidence between the U.S. and Arab
nations. In turn, it may reduce our ability to carry out constructive
1(;iplomatic efforts aimed at achieving lasting peace in the Middle

ast.

The Korh bill—as introduced on Anril 9, 1975—differs signifieantly
from 8. 3084 in that it contains a section which would prohibit re-
fusals to do business with “a country friendly to the United States or
national thereof pursuant to an agreement with, requirement of, or
request from, or on behalf of, any other foreign country” for the pur-
pose of enforcing or implementing the boycott.

Because of this provision the bill is somewhat like the Bingham
bill (H.R. 4967) in the likelv economie imnact it wonld have on
overall U.S. interests in the Middle East. Both bills could seriously
circumseribe business opportunities in Arab countries and are, there-
fore. stronely opposed by the administration. Tet me turn now to the
refusal-to-deal provisions which are common to both the Stevenson
and Koch proposals.

The refusal-to-deal sections of the Stevenson and Koch bills must
be analyzed in the context of current antitrust enforcement practice.
The refusal of an American firm to deal with another American firm
in order to comply with a boycott by a foreign country raises serious
questions under the U.S, antitrust laws
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THE BECHTEL . CASE

In January of this year, the Justice Department filed a civil anti-
trust suit charging the Bechtel Corp. with entry into and implemen-
tation of a conspiracy to boycott U.S. subcontractors and suppliers
within the United States which are on the Arab boycott list, in viola-
tion of section 1 of the Sherman Act. .

It charges an American firm and its agents with refusing to deal,
witiin the United States, with boycotted persons residing in the
United States in connection with major construction projects. It also
charges that firm with requiring those with whom it subcontracts to
themselves boycott other persons in work performed for these
proiects.

We fully support the action of the Department of Justice. More
generaily, we believe that existing antitrust law is adequate to deal
with such attempts to interfere with intercompany relationshifs in the .
United States, and that enforcement in this area is properly a function
of the Department of Justice.

It has been suggested by some that the refusal to deal provisions are
a codification, as it were, of existing antitrust principles as manifested
in the Bechtel suit. In fact, they go beyond any application of anti-
trust to date and could create uncertainty among business firms as to
their legal obligations.

IMPACT OF PROPOSED ANTIBOYCOTT PROPOSALS

These refusal to deal provisions would require the Department of
Commerce to adopt regulations to prohibit domestic concerns and
persons from “refusing to do business with any other domestic concern
or person pursuant to an agreement with, requirement of, or a request
from, or on behalf of, any foreign country” for the purpose of enforc-
ing the boycott against Israel.

The principal impact of this amendment would be on our ability to
maintsin and increase our share of the expanding market for construc-
tion projects in the Middle East. It appears true that American firms
involved in local projects in Arab countries may be prohibited under
the Shermuq Act from entering into agreements not to buy from, or
use the services of, other U.S. companies. However, the Stevenson/
Koch proposals wonld prohibit so-called “refusals to deal” founded
upon unilateral decisions relating to sourcing requirements, shipping
on nonboycotted vessels or use of nonboycotted insurar ce companies,
wn&lt:put there being an agreement or understanding between the
parties.

For example. if a U.S. firm doing business in an Arab country were
to order one kind of truck rather than another. because it knows that
the conntry will not permit th importation of the second truc’, that
mint.t be viewed as a prohibited refusal to deal.

We are ccicerned that the provisions on refusal to deal will impcse
snusual and unaccustomed responsibilities on the Commerce Depart-
ment. Also, a large increase in staff and bndeet would be required to
establish an annaratus for responsible investigation and enforcement,
resources which have been denied the Department for enforcement of
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other aspects of the law directly related to national security. The
promise implied by the legislation will create expectations of vigorous
“antitrust” enforcement by a Department which is not especiall well
suited to the task. Allegations of prohibited refusals to deal would be
many. Actual proof of st _h refusals would be difficult.

COMPELLING PUBLIC DISCLOSURE OF BOYCOTT REQUFST REPORTS

Finally, questions have been raised regarding the desirability of
compelling public disclosure of boycott request reports. While it is
difficult to assess the impact of such disclosure, it is possible that dis-
closure wonld have an adverse impact on the development of business
relationships in the Middle East. For instance, one can speculate that
disclosure would generate adverse domestic reaction that could most
sube. "ntially affect firms manufacturing consumer goods and these
pressi. s. in turn, would deter Middle East business,

The administration shares congressional and public concern about
the impact of the Arab boycott on the U.S. firms and citizens. Action
to lessen this impact must, however, be designed to achieve realistic
objectives and to avoid counterproductive reaction.

t is the administration’s judgment that even the Stevenson ap-
proach, including disclosure of boycott reports and an overbroad
probioition on refusals to deal, could be counterproductive. As Assist-
az¢ Secretary of State Greenwald pointed out in his testimony before
this committee, quiet and firm diplomatic efforts are yielding some
success in modifying boycott procedures, These efforts offer the best
chance for lessening the impact of the boycott through its constructive
modification if not its elimination.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the administration believes that new
legislation is unnecessary, untimely, and potentially counterproduc-
tive. The more stringent of the pending vroposals would do great
damage to our economic and foreign policy interests in the Middle
East- and it is imperative for foreign policy and national security
reasons that we continue to pursue these interests, including the estab-
lishment there of a lasting peace scttlement.

That concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman.

I have a somewhat longer complementary statement which I would
like to have filed for the record.

Chairman Morea~. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Your complete statement plus your inserts will be made a permanent
part of the record.

[The prepared statement of Secretary of Commerce Elliot L. Xich-
ardson and comments of Domestic and International Business Admin-
istration. Department of Commerce on Final GA(Q) Report entitled
‘f"li]lw Gi)vemment’s Role in East-West Trade—Problems and Issues”

ollow :
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON, SECRETARY OF
COMMERCE

INTRODUCTION

It .3 a privilege to be the first Secretary of
Commerce to appear before tﬁis Committee for the purpose
of recommending that the Export Administration Act of
1969 be further ex.ended and amended.

The Act is at once very broad -~ in the sweep of
matters with which it deals -- and also quite detailed.
Encompassed within it are two basic subjects: controls
on exports for reasons of national security, foreign
policy, and short supply; and the Government's response
to the Arab boycott of Israel.

I should like to turn first to the question of
export controls and, particularly, their relationship
to the transfer of technology to the Communist nations.
The Act as it is now formulated is designed to deal with
the central dilemma of promotfng tho export of American
products and technology, while at the same time restricting
this flow to the extent needed to protect our national

security. In providing its basic formulation of policy,
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the Act has served its purposes well. No fundamental
change is required. It is a reflection of tne wisdom
of the Congress that the Act is so worded as to enable
the administrators needed latitude and flexibility to
work within its framework.

The only change in the Act itself which the
Administration recommends with respect to chese controls
is an increase in the fines that can be imposed for
violations. Our intention here is to provide a more
forceful deterrent to potential violators of the Act.

I am particularly interested in this, since my
responsibility for the administration of this Act causes
‘me not only to be interested in the promotion of American
exports, but also in this limited way to be very interested
in safeguarding our nation's security.

A chief focus in the exercise of security controls
is on the flow of high technology and products to the
Communist countries., The quantitative size of that flow
is not great. For example in 1974, the flow of American
technology, as expressed in sales of manufactured goods
to the USSR, amounted to three-tenths of one percent
of the Soviet Union's GNP, Thus, our common concern

and interest is determined less by the size of our
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technology trade, and more by its content and the nature
of our.relationship with the Communist countries.

The history of this element of the Export Administration
Act is in many respects a history of America's relations
with the nations of Eastern and Central Europe, the
Soviet Union, the People's Republic of China, and other
Communist nations. It reflects the evolution of thought
by the Congress and FExecutive concerning the importance
to the nation's economic health and well-being of a
vigorous, many-faceted export program.

The Act has its roots in the 1949 export control
law and the conflict embodied in the Cold War period.
That period in our international relations reached a
turning point in the late 1960's marked by a series of
events reflecting a thaw in the Cold War including
passage by the Congress of the Export Administration Act
in 1969. It made it possible to consider not only the
the need to continue to be vigilant, but also to decide
%0 compete vigorously in the promotion and sale of
nonstrategic goods and services produced in this country
by American workers.

We have positive reasons for wishing to encourage
the development of a more mature commercial relationship

with the Communist countries. But we still must walk
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a cightrope.' We seek the larger gcals which can be
achieved through maturation of this relationship,
and we will do so without takina unnecessary risks or
improving significantly the military potential

of these countries.

I would like now to address briefly two specific
areas in which the Committee has expressed particular
interest: the Dafdnse Science Board Task Force Report;
and the GAO Report on East~West trade, With regard to
delays in the processing of license applications, a
subject that deeply interests me, I am appending a
statement that puts the problem into context and
describes the steps that we are taking to improve our

performance.

DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD TASK FORCE REPORT

1 would like to deal first with the "Report of the
Defense Science Board Task Force on Export Control of
U.S. Technology - A DOD perspective."

I concur in many of the findings and recpmmendations

in the report respecting export controls: the nesi to
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establish simplified licensing criteria, to strengthen
CoCom controls, and to improve the effectiveness of
controls by widening industry consultation and
cooperation and by est